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Executive Summary

Final Report

Center for the Learning and Teaching of Literature
University at Albany

State University of New York

The Center for the Learning and Teaching of Literature was established in 1987 with three
years of funding from the Office of Research of the Office of Educational Research and
Improvement, U.S. Department of Education, and from the National Endowment for the Arts. Its
mission was to conduct research that would lead to improvements in the learning and teaching of
literature, particularly in the middle and high school grades.

Raiher than discussing Individual studies (each of which has been reported separately in the
Center report series), this final report “~cuses on critical findings in each of the Center's major
research strands. The report begins with an Introduction to continuing issues in the teaching of
literature and then presents bodies of work to help us better understand the status of instruction in
American schools. The report then points to productive pathways to reform literature education,

making it a more thoughtful and critically reasoned experience for all students and their teachers.

Introduction: Overview of Findings and Continuing Issues in the Teaching of Literature

in its series of large-scale status studies, the Literature Center found that, in general, the
teaching of literature in American schools Is languishing: instruction tends to deal with a traditional
corpus of texts in a text-centered way; assessment focuses on literal comprehension rather than on
thoughtful understandings; and newer ways of thinking about human learning and development
have not penetrated the literature classroom.

in response to these problems, the Center identifled three broad sets of issues that must be



addressed in any attempt to improve the learning and teaching of literature: issues reiated to the
nature of literary understanding (and its contribution to learning); issues of student heterogeneity
(inciuding what to teach to diverse groups); and issues of schooling (including relationships among
student thinking, student learning, curricuium, assessment, and instruction). These three issues are

at the heart of reform In literature education and arise out of the variety of projects and studies,
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therature Inst;uctlon in American Secondary Schools

To provide accurate Information about the state of iiterature instruction in American schools,
the Center undertock sesveral large-scale surveys of existing practice-- the first such studies in more
than 25 years. The studies included case studies of schools with reputations for excellence in
English, a survey of representative samples of 650 public, Catholic, independent, and award-
winning schools, and analyses of the instructional materials included In the most popuiar literature
anthologies designed for use in high school courses.

In generai, the award-winning schoois are disproportionately suburban, have more
resources avallable to support the program in literature, hire teachers with more experience and
better preparation, keep teaching loads lighter, and offer more literature-reiated special prograins
and extracurricular activities. In ail samples, however, teachers of Engiish tend to be experienced
and weli-prepared, and teaching conditions show some improvement compared with studies of
English instruction during the 1960s.

The teaching of literature is a relatively traditional enterprise. As shown in the surveys,
classroom visits, and analyses of anthologies, literature instruction is typicaily organized around
whoie-group discussion of a text everyone has read, with the teacher in the front of the class
guiding the students toward a common, agreed-upon interpretation. Teachers recognize a variety

of text- and student-centered goals, and rely on activities and techniques that refiect these two
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broad sets of goals. Rather than strongly divergent aiternztive approaches, emphases on students
or on texts tend to be treated as legitimate and complementary emphases to be drawn upon at
different times for different purposes. Recent developments In literary theory have littie influence 0.
most classrooms, which still tend to be dominated by now- outmoded New Critical techniques of
analysls of texts. The students' developing responses and interpretatiors receive little attention;
alternative interpretations and arguments about them are not encouraged: Instead, primary
emphasis Is usually on leading students to understand interpretations presented by the teacher or
textbook.

Four aspects of instruction in literature are particularly problematic: 1) Instruction and
assessment In literature overwhelmingly emphasize knowledge about texts, authors, and
terminology, rather than emphasizing students’ abilities to develop and defend their own
Interpretations of literary selections. 2) Instruction and assessment in literature continue to be
based on theorles of criticism and theorles of learning that are no longer current in their respective
fields; there Iis a need for a clearly articulated theory of effective teaching and learning of literature
to guide both day-to-day practice and longer-range curricuium planning. 3) Instruction is tailored
to the needs of the college-bound student; other students tend to be given a more skilis-oriented,
and less Iinteresting, program of study. As presently carried out in the schools studied, instruction in
literature is least effective for those students who need it the most. 4) There is a need to provide
supportive institutional environments for all literature education. The most effective iiterature
programs existed within such supportive contexts. This includes not only reasonabie teaching
loads and materiais for instruction, but aiso institutional structures at the school and district level
that support teachers in their professionalism rather than constraining their power to make

educationally sound decisions about instruction.

The Selections Students Read for Literature Class

In recent years there has been an ongoing, very public debate about the materiais for



literature instruction-- the works students read. Some have argued that the canon has eroded, with
great works removed from reading lists to be replaced with titles of interest to speclal groups.
Others have argued that the canon has remained too stagnant, providing littie room for works
representing diverse cultural groups, women, contempuorary authors, or adolescent literature.
However, these arguments have been based on Individuals' experiences rather tha}‘ on systematic
and large-scale study of what is and Is not being taught.

To provide a better base of information, the Literature Center conducted a series of analyses
of the authors and titles students were asked to read in public, Catholic, and independent schools.
In the first study, 488 English department chalrs reported on the book-length works that were
required reading for any of their classes, grades 7 through 12. To compare these department-level
reports with the day-to-day decisions of teachers, a second study involving 650 schools asked
teachers to report on all of the literature selections they had asked students in a specified class to
read during the previous 5 school days. Finally, because teachers' reports Indicated that high
school literature anthologles are a major source of the selections they teach, in a third study we
examined the speclfic authors and tities included In the seven most popular series of anthologies,
grades 7 to 12,

Results from the study of book-length works Indicated that many different Individual titles
and authors are included In the curriculum, but the traditions from which they are drawn were
relatively narrow. Some 81 percent of the selections identified in this study were by male authors,
98 percent by white (non-Hispanic) authors, and 89 percent were written within a United States,
United Kingdom, or Western European tradition. Compared with resulits frorp 25 years previously,
there were only marginal increases in the percent of selections written by women (fro~ .’ percent
in 1963 to 19 percent In 1988) or by writers from alternative cultural traditions (from .6 percent to 2
percent). At the same time, the most frequently cited tities in 1988 tended to be required in a higher
percentage of schools than in 1963, suggesting there may be somewhat iess variety from school to

school than appeared in the previous study.



Resuits from the national survey of teachers’ day-to-day selections similarly suggest that the
traditions from which selections are drawn are quite narrow. Across genres, only 16 percent of the
works :aught were written by women, and 7 percent by nonwhite authors. Most of the difference
between this survey and that of book-length works resulted from the fact that poetry and non-fiction
selections (which were not included in the first study) showed a greater variety than did novels and
plays.

The Centers' analyses of anthologles aiso suggest some narrowing of the curriculum over
time; there was more overlap in titles between series than Iin the last major study, which had
examined anthologies in use approximately 30 years previously, and there were fewer titie. .hat
appeared Iin only a single anthology. There was also a reduction In the proportion of relatively
contemporary selections, and of “miscelianeous” selections Included for their topical interest rather
than their literary value. Recent anthologles Include a broader representation of works by women
and by nonwhite authors, however, than did earller anthologles. In this respect, anthology contents
are somewhat broader in their representation than the teachers' reports of what they actually taught.

Taken together, these studies indicate that the curriculum has narrowed somewhat around
works of acknowledged quality over the past 30 years, even as there has been some broadening of
the traditions from which these works are chosen to include more selections by women and by non-
white authors. The curriculum remains overwhelmingly dominated by white, male authors who

wrote in the United States or the United Kingdom, however.

Elementary School Literature Instruction

Because secondary literature education can best be understood in the context of what
precedes it, the Center carried out two sets of studies related to the elementary school experiences
that students bring with them to their secondary school literature classrooms. One set sought to
describe, from eiementary teachers’ perspectives, the role of literature in their language arts

program, and the major instructional practices teachers use to develop children’s literary growth.
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The second set involved case studies of the actual literary experiences of Individual elementary
school students.

The studies of elementary school instruction found that most of the teachers studied lacked
an Instructional philosophy to guide the teaching of literature, they also lacked well-developed
practical approaches to integrating literature within the elementary curriculum. In contrast to their
detalled record-keeping and monitoring of reading skllls Instructlon, teachers seemed to have littie
knowledge of what students were reading on their own, or what their colleagues were assigning
students to read. Teachers did differentiate between better and poorer readefs in their approaches
to literature: In general, poorer readers encountered less literature In their elementary program, and
were expected to concentrate more on literal understanding of what they read.

The case studies of Individual readers’ experiences with literature, on the other hand,
indicated that when readers were put In a “literature rich* environment, the differences between
better and poorer readers became less pronounced. When children were treated as Individual
readers, not as good or average or poor readers, they seemed to stand a better chance of being

given equal access to literature, and to develop more positive images of themselves as readers.

Assessing Achievement in Literature

No in-depth survey of the current status of literature Instruction is complete without a
thorough understanding of the kinds of knowledge that are valued within the educational system.
Thus, the Center undertook a comprehensive study of assessment in lite .Jre. This strand of work
began with an analysis of the use of literature in commercially published tests for middle and high
school grades, including college entrance exams, achlevement batteries, literature anthologies, and
basal reading serles. These analyses indicated that, by and large, literature tests look like traditional
reading comprehension tests, with brief passages to be read and multiple-choice questions to be
answered. The knowledge that Is most often tested is iow-level comprehension, with little

recognition either of higher-level skills of analysis and Interpretation, or of the uniquely literary
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nature of the passages.

Later studies by the Center were concerned with developing a more comprehensive
understanding of the domain of litarature knowledge. The model that was proposed from these
analyses is one that emphases three Interpenetrating yet still separate dimensions: knowledge.
practice, and preferred habits. To validate this model and to explore alternative ways to assess its
various dimensions, the Center developed and tested a series of alternative measures of literature
knowledge. These prototypes, which have been validated in samples of over 1000 students drawn
from three states, can be used as starting points by anyone who wishes to provide a comprehensive

assessm;ent of student outcomes from a program in literature.

Rethinking Literature instruction

The Center's efforts to rethink underlying approaches to literature instruction had two
components. One set of Center-sponsored studies examined the nature of literary understanding
and the ways it develops during reading and discussion of individual te::'s. These studies
contrasted reading of literary selections with other types of texts, in arder to highlight the
differences between literary and other types of reading. The studies yielded rich descriptions of the
nature of literary thought, and of the reading stratsgles that readers use to make sense of literary
texts.

In the second set of studies, teachars In a variety of settings were asked to collaborate with
Center researchers to explore more effective ways In which literature instruction could be cesigned
to support students’ development as thoughtful readers of literature. These studies supported the
delineation of six essential characteristics of instruction that led to students’ development as
effective and Involved readers of literature, able to maks and defend interpretations of their own.
These characteristics applied across a wide range of grade levels and contexts (inner city and
suburban, upper track and low achieving): 1) Students were treated as thinkers, allowing them to

take ownership for the understandings they were developing. 2) Responding to literature was
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treated as Involving the ralsing of questions rather than of reaching conclusions. 3) Teachers'
questions tapped students’ knowledge, rather than the teachers' expected response. 4) Class
meetings were treated as times to develop understandings, rather than as times to check
comprehension or test that 'correct’ conclusions had been reached. 5) Instruction was used to
scaffold the process of understanding, helping students find appropriate ways to think about and
discuss what they had read. 6) To help students become Independent thinkers and learners, the
teachers encouraged them to take on roles the teacher had previously assumed. Thus questioning
strategies used by the teacher In whole-class discussion were later used by students in small
groups, and eventually by Individuals to clarify their own readings.

Together, these two lines of research-- one delineating the processes Involved in literary
understanding and the other focusing on the underlying characteristics of effective literature

Instruction-- provide a theoretical foundation for needed reforms In literature instruction.

Teacher Research

Another set of projects Involved a serles of collaborations in which teachers were
encouraged to reflect upon and articulate issues In iiterature Instruction by systematic study of other
teachers’ classrooms. Focusing on the processes of discussion, each teacher In this project
videotaped a complete unit of literature study In the classroom of an expert teacher. Working from
these videotapes and from Interviews with the teacher and selected students, the teachers
developed individual narratives of classroom life. These narratives were both parnt of a process in
which the teachers developed a new self-awareness and critical judgment about professional Issues,
and a way of providing shared contexts for refiection about Issues In literature Instruction from the

teachers' perspective.

Institutional Activities

The work of the Center has been reported In a serles of 45 reports (avallable through the
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ERIC system), as well as In a wide varlety of related articles, books, workshops, and conference
papers. In its first three years, the Center has also organized 2 teacher conferences, focusing
exclusively on new directions for iiterature instruction; a conference with the major publishers of
literature textbooks; and a conference with directors of large-scale assessment programs. All of
these conferences were focused on ways In which the Center's findings could be used to promote
new directions in instructlon and assessment, so that literature education can more directly support
students’ engagement in the thoughtfui, critical, and creative understanding that is integral to the

process of understanding and interpreting literature.



Final Report
J

Of
QMW



Chapter 1
Introduction: Overview of Findings and Continuing Issues
in the Learning and Teaching of Literature
Judith A. Langer
Arthur N. Applebee

The three years since the Center for the Learning and Teaching of Literature was established
(In October 1987, with activities getting fuily underway in January 1988) have been years of
burgeoning Interest in issues in the teaching of literature. After a iong quiescence, the renewed
interest Is evident in a number of forums: research journals such as RBesearch in the Teaching of
English and Reading Research Quarteriy are publishing a larger number of articles about the
learning and teaching of literature; teaching journals such as English Journal, Language Arts, and
The Reading Teacher are publishing new teaching approaches; National Writing Project institutes
have begun to turn their attention to literature instruction; the American Educational Research
A.soclatlon has established a Speclal interest Group on Literature; the Association of American
Publishers and the Nationai Testing Network on Writing (NTNW) have sponsored natlonal
conferences on the teaching of literature; the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
has restructured its reading «ssessment to refiect the special nature of literary understanding; and
there has been a nationwide burgeoning of interest in literature-based elementary schooi reading
programs. Some of these changes refiect a conjunction o more general shifts with the specific
interests of the Literature Center; others (such as the changes in NAEP, the publishers’ and NTNW
conferences, and the establishment of the Literature SIG at AERA) are the direct result of Literature
Center activities. All, however, reflect an awareness that improvements in the teazhing and learning
of literature can play an important role in addressing a variety of centrai problems in American
education today.

In its first three years of work, the Center found that the teaching of literature in Ainerican

schools was languishing: Instruction deait with a traditional corpus of texts in a text- centered way;
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assessment focused trivially on literal comprehension; and newer ways of thinking about human
learning and develcpment had not penetrated the literature classrooin. These problems require new
ways of conceptualizing literature and its teaching.

The following section presents an overview of the conceptualizations and findings that form
the nucieus of the Center's major contributions to the field. The Individual major bodies of Center

research will be presenied in chapters 2-7.

Iesues Related to the Nature of Literary Understanding: Why Study Literature?

The Center for the Learning and Teaching of Literature was founded In the midst of a series of
debates that emphasized, on the one hand, the role of literature in promoting "cultural literacy"
(Hirsch, 1987) and on the other, the nsed to broaden the traditional canon of texts to include
satections by women and by mlnérlty authors. These debates about the school curricuium were
layered onto some 20 years of intellectual ferment in the university, ferment that has led to a
resurgence of intsrest In critical theory, and a succession of aiternative "schools" of thought,
including, among others, structuralism, post-structuralism, deconstruction, Marxist criticism,
feminist criticism, and a variety of versions of reader response criticism.

However cast, all of these debates have at their heart the issue of what wiil count as
"knowing" literature, and in turn, what the role of literature should be In schooling and in iife. Shouid
it be seen primarily as a body of content to be learned? as a set of skilis to be mastered? as a
context for examining conflicting theories and critical approaches? as a vehicle for bringing
students into a community of shared values and tastes? as an opportunity for examining the
ambiguities of language and convention? as a context for exploring the reader's life? The
alternatives are many, and their implications for what students will learn to know are not always
clear.

it is quite clear, however, that the role of literature in American schools has been limited.

During its first three years of activity, the Literature Center sponsored a variety of projects



examining current practice in curricuium, instruction, and assessment (Applebee, 1989a, 1989b,
1890, 1991; Brody, DeMilo, & Purves, 1989; Walmsley & Walp, 1989). Applebee's studies of
excellent schools as well as of representative programs across the natlon found that literature was
generally taught as if there is particular information to be mined from the text rather than as a
context for entering a text world, and making sense of It. Similarly at the elementary level,
Walmsley and Walp (1989) found that literature was either an add-on outside of the regular
instructional program, or was "basalized," becoming an object of decoding and comprehension
exercises that treated literature just like any other kind of text. Brody, DeMilo, and Purves’ (1989)
studies of assessment instruments indicated that almost all assessment instruments, informal and
formal alike, treated literature as "reading comprehension exerclises*-- seeking a predetermined right
answer. Such tests rarely tapped student abilities to build and defend thelr own Interpretations. The
findings from all of these studies seem to result from a long-lived underconceptualization of the role
of literary understanding In students’ developing abllitiec to think and reason.

The need to reexamine the role of literature in the educational experience of all children Is
particularly acute at a time when the natlon as a whole Is redefining its educational goals and
objectives. The varlous reform movements that have affected the schools during the 1980s have
had many dimensions, but one central theme has been the need to deveiop the complex skills that
underlie reasoned and disclpiined thinking. These are the *higher order* thinking skills, the "skilled
Intelligence,” demanded by the authors of A Nation at Risk (National Commission on Exceilence in
Education, 1983), and the "competency in challenging subject matter,” "the abillity to reason, soive
problems, apply knowledge, and write and communicate effectively* of the National Goals for
Education adopted by the National Governors’ Association (1990).

In this context, there is evidence from a number of sources that the process of understanding
literature Is a natural and necessary part of the well-developed intellect. For example, Suzanne
Langer (1967), Louise Rosenblatt (1978), and James Britton (1970) each describe on the one hand a

sltuation where the language-user engages in a lived-through experience of literature, and on the
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other hand a situation where the language-user holds meaning apant, in quest of a more rational or
logical understanding. Similarly, Bruner (1986) argues that full understanding is better achieved by
using both the ordered thought of the scientist and the humanely inquisitive thought of the
storyteller.

A few studlies have aiso provided evidence that the processes involved in understanding
literature are productive in dealing with the problems of everyday life. For example, Elstein,
Shulman, and Sprafka (1978) have shown that physiclans who take a “logical" approach to
diagnosis turn to "storytelling” to help understand compiex problems. Orr (1987 a,b), Putnam
(1978), and Dworkin (1983) have arrived at similar findings in studying other real-life probierr:
situations.

Although these concerns about the nature of literary understanding and its contribution to
thinking and problem soiving In general are provocative, they have not been sufficiently
well-developed to drive new conceptualizations of the role of literature in the curriculum, nor of how
to teach it. One reason for this state of affairs is that the various definitions of literary understanding
have not been brought into harmony with views of literary knowledge nor of the fleld of literature
itself. This failure finds Its way into the university where the adherents of a curriculum based on
critical theory vie with those of a curriculum based on a canon. In some instances the theory
becomes its own form of canonical knowledge. This failure to provide a comprehensive picture of
the relationship between the knower and the known, combined with an unclear sense of literary
understanding, reflects questions central to schooling: bellefs about the power of literary
understanding will guide decisions about what literature to teach, how to teach It, and how success
will be assessed.

The approach that the Literature Center has taken to this problem has been direct: Center-
sponsored studies have begun to examine the nature of literary understanding as It unfolds in the
process of reading and discussing a variety of texts, and have contrasted it with the ways of making

sense that evolve around informational text (Langer, 1989; 1990 a,b; 1991; Roberts & Langer, 1991;



Purcell-Gatas, 1990). The results from these studies have clarified both the process of
understanding, and the unique features of that process that differentiate reading for literary
purposes from reading for informational ones.

In describing the process of understanding, Langer (1989) has outlined a serles of "stances"
that the reader takes toward a text. These stances are recursive rather than linear; they represent a
set of strategles that readers can call upon at any time while reading, discussing, or writing about a
text. In brief, the four stances highlight the different processes invoived in "stepping in" to the
world of a text, "moving through” the experience, "stepping back" to reflect on what one knows, and
“stepping out” of the experlence to objectify the text and comment upon it. Each stance carries
with it a special set of concerns, and these In turn can be the basis for asking questions and
providing Instructional support.

Langer (1989) has also described a fundamentai difference in readers' orientations to the
entire meaning-making experience based on their purpose for reading (to engage in the literary
experience or to gain information), and how this affects their sense of the whole. In reading for
information, readers begin by establishing a sense of the whole, and maintain that sense as a paint
of reference as they make sense of the text. In a literary reading, on the other harnd, the sense of
the whole represents an horizon ot possibilities that changes as the process of meaning- making
develops. Rather than reaching a conclusion, the literary reader comes to an understanding of a
situation, and of the many possibilities that remain inherent in it. Rather than providing a fixed puint
of reference, this understanding, and the possibilities within, wiill continue to develop as iong as the
reader continues to think about the text.

From this point of view, much literature instruction seems Iinformational in emphasis: it
focuses on a fixed point of reference, a body of specific content that young readers must learn
instead of on the horizon of possibilities that they must come to explore. In so doing, such
instruction aiso limits the role that literature plays in the development of students’ fuil range of

critical and creative thinking skills. in planning how best to develop these skills and to impiement
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an effective curriculum, a variety of related questions emerge: How does literary understanding
change and develop as children grow older? How is it affected by what children read and what tney

are taught about literature and its reading? How can assessment determine that a deeper

understanding has been achieved? Such questions, in a varlety of forms, run throughout the / ’
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Issues Related to an Increasingly Heterogeneous Student Body: Who Are We Teaching?  jere. - =

Another major theme In recent movements to reform education has emphasized the need to
deal more effectively with the cultural diversity that is an increasingly dominant characteristic of our
schools; schools need both to more effectively educate groups of students who have been
historically “at risk" for school fallure, and to insure that “all students will be knowledgeabie about
the cultural diversity of this nation and about the world ccmmunity* (National Governors’
Assoclation, 1990).

Historically, literature in the schools has played a central role In discussions of cuitural
assimilation and cultural differentiation; more recently, such issues have beein heightened by the
concerns of authors such as E.D. Hirsch (1987) and Alan Bloom (1987), whose writings represent in
part a reaction against perceived changes In American schools. Running through past and present
discussions of the role of literature has been the acknowledgement of the power of literature both to
shape the values of the individual and to redirect the course of soclety as a whole. This power has
led to a long history of attempts to control the influence of literature on the schoois through careful
selection of “appropriate” selections, and ruthiess censorship of nonconforming texts (see Appiebee,
1974, p. 22).

The choices of America’'s early educators were clear: the roie of literature was *o reduce
diversity and promote common values and a comr: .1 cuiture. In making this choice, they listened
in particular to the voices of the Romantic poets and critics, who saw In literature a stay against the

anarchy of the industrial revolution-- = noint of view that was captured in the title of Matthew



Arnold's influential book, Culture and Anarchy (1867; see Bell, 1965; Williams, 1958). English
literature found a firm place in American high schools in the late 18th century, and it did so against
a backdrop of attitudes such as these. Glven such attitudes, a predictable canon emerged, one that
reflected a particular British and American literary heritage.

The baliat in the power of literature to shape values and beliefs continues. Most recently, this
same belief in the power of literature to empower readers has led to a different line of argument,
one that emphasizes the need to broaden the traditional canon to reflect the diverse cultural
traditions that have found their place within the nation. Gaining impetus from the Civil Rights and
women's movements in the 1960s, such voices have found their place within the academy itseif as a
new generation of scholars has legitimated a wider range of critical studies.

Schools and publishers have been responsive to such calls for more broadly representative
instructional materials, but just as in the past, such changes in the content of the curriculum are
seen by advocates on ail sides as invoiving fundamental questions about the nature of the individual
and of soclety. As the perception has grown that the curriculum is being broadened, so has the
virulence of the reaction against those changes. In the most widely cited critique, E.D. Hirsch
(1987) prociai:ned the disappearance of cuitural literacy from American schools. Wiililam Bennett
(1988), as U.S. Secretary of Education, called for a reassertion of the values of Western cuiture,
arguing the timeliness and importance of the classics.

Where do American schools stand after two decades or more of attempts to provide more
fully for the diverse groups of students they serve? Literature Center studies (Applebee, 1989b,
1890; Walmsley & Waip, 1989; Brody, DeMllio, & Purves, 1983) suggest that most Engiish
programs work best for college-bound, primarily white, middie ciass students. As Rose (1989) has
also pointed out, students in non college tracks are given little speclal attention in program
development or course planning. Success with non college students, when it occurred, was at-
tributed to the individual “outstanding” teacher, who was "dedicated," "caring," "devoted,” or

"sympathetic.” In a telling difference from descriptions of success with the coliege bound, such

'ho
AW’



success was rarely attributed to the quality of the program, to careful pianning, or to the systamatic
efforts of the department as a whole.

A second point was aiso clear in the series of Literature Center studles: In spite of 20 years of
efforts to broauen the curricuium, the selecticns for study are stiii dominated by traditionai British
and American literature. A survey of required texts conducted In the spring of 1988 yleided resuits
that iook remarkably like those from secondary schoolis at the turn of the century. Of the most
frequently required book-length works i public schools (grades 9-12), Shakespeare, Steinbeck, and
Dickens led the lists. Of the top 10, all but one were the work of white, male, Angio Saxon authors.
Aithough it was discouraging to see so littie diversity in the top ten tities, it was even more
discouraging to find a similar homugenaeity in the top 39 and top 50, and In the selections from
schools where the student body was 50% or more non white (Appiebee, 1989b).

There is more diversity in selections of short stories, poems, and nonfiction, and commerciai
literature anthologies in particular have b. Jadened the basis of their seiections (Appiebee, 1990,
1881). The curricuium as a whole, then, looks somewhat better than do the book length works.
But it Is the book length works that the teachers percelve as representing the heart of the
curricuium; these are the texts which receive the most time and attention, and around which other
selections are often organized and introduced. As iong as these central texts remain unchanged,
there wiil be no "canonicity” for minority authors or for women; their piace wiil continue to be at the
margins of the cuiture that is iegitimated by its piace in the school.

There is another bit of evidence that Is reievant to the argument here, evidence about what
students know. Student achievement, as reflected In a recent National Assessment of iiterature and
U.S. history, shows a similiar pattern (Applebee, Langer, & Muiils, 1987). The assessment itseif was
a muitiple- choice examination of knowledge of literature. On this examination, what students got
right resembies the texts they are required to read. The best known aspects of iiterature inciuded
bibiical stories, Shakespeare, Dickens, Greek mythoiogy, and chlidren's ciassics (“*Cinderella,* Alice

i nderl -- literature that reflects the same Western heritage as the book-length required texts.



But such overall resuits are misleading In their suggestion that students are somehow
"homogeneous” In what they know. The most Interesting, if commonsense, finding from the
Naticnal Assessment Is that students’ knowledge of literature is clearly linked to the diversity of their
backgrounds. In particular, students are more likely to be knowledgeable about the literature and
culture of thelr own racial and ethnic groups. Black students, for example, did less well overall
than did their White peers. But they did better than Whites on questions dealing with literaturs by or
about Black people. To take a typical example, 53% of Black students answered a question about
Langston Hughes correctly, compared with only 35% of White students and 27% of Hispanics
(Applebee, Langer, & Mulils, 1987).

Such patterns of differentlal achievement raise Interesting and troubling Issues: What would
patterns of raclal and ethnic achlevement look like if the content of the tests was dominated by
Black, Hispanic, Asian, or Native American literatures? And would such tests be any less
representative of knowledge of literature than are the tests used now?

Another way of looking at this issue Is to relate it to the first. It may be that students from
some raclal and ethnic minorities have learned a definition of literary understanding that Is different
from that of the majority group. Purves (1981), for example, found that students in different national
cultures learned particular manifestations of literary understanding appropriate In their settings.
Similarly, at the level of higher education in this country, the development of programs In women’s
literature and In minority literatures brings with It the Idea that ways of reading and understanding
literature are unique to speclal groups. For this reason it may be not only the texts and tests which
do not match what the students know and understand, but the very criterla for knowing and
understanding held by those who construct the tests.

Thus the Center's Initlal work ieads to a varlety of continuing questions about what it means to
understand literature, and how this manifests itself across differing cultural groups. How should the
literary traditions of the diverse groups that make up American soclety be represented In the

curriculum? How can the teaching of literature become a vehicle for empowering students who

a%)
N



have traditionally been at risk for school fallure, inviting them back into the curriculum from which
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Issues Related to Schooling: How Should We Reconceptualize the Teaching and Learning of
Literature?

v 4 >

Discussions of the role of literature In Intallectual development, as well as of Issues of
heterogeneity, lead Inevitably to issues of curriculum and instruction. Given new perceptions of
what students can leari to know and do, and a new awareness of the need for effective programs
for all groups of students (minority and majority; high achievers and low achievers; rich and poor),
how can the teaching of literature be made more effective?

While the English language arts have witnessed extensive reform during the past 20 years, this
reform has focused primarily on writing instruction; the teaching and learning of literature has been
largely ignored. Thus, the conventional wisdom about effective approaches to teaching the English
language arts is badly divided-- discussions about writing instruction emphasize process-oriented
approaches that focus on students’ thinking, while the teaching of literature remains dominated by
text based approaches that focus on "right" answers and predetermined Interpretations (Applebes,
1989b, 1991). Until recently, there have been few attempts to reconceptualize iiterature Instruction
in light of relevant research on the processes of making meaning in reading and writing, or in light
of major movements within literary theory Itself.

Process conceptualizations of reading and writing (see Spiro, Bruce, & Brewer, 1980, and
Gregg & Steinberg, 1980, for reviews) see text understanding and production as constructive
processes that develop over time. Such views move the goal of instruction away from ensuring that
students interpret texts i a single "correct® manner toward helping them learn to explore the
possibilities of the pieces they read and study and write about.

The work of a number of scholars from a variety of fields and theoretical frameworks has
begun to converge on thase issues. Duckworth (1987), from a neo-Piagetian framework, argues that

all Iaarning Is constructivist. it is the individual's own inquiry that Is at the root of learning, the
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source of understanding, and the development of the mind. We need, she says, to stimulate
learners toward genuine Inquiry, and we teach best when we learn ways to support students’ own
ideas and directions. Rogoff (1990}, from a neo-Vygotskian perspective, posits that cognitive
development Is an apprenticeship. It occurs through guided participation In soclal activity, with
participants who support and encourage learners' understandings. Willinsky (1990), from the
perspective of school literacy programs, argues for a “new literacy" consisting of programs that
actively engage students In reading and writing-- programs that “produce hours of focused
discussions, reams of notes and drafts, scores of performances and pubiications" (7-8). He calls for
instructional programs that foster a new level of literate engagement, with less Intellectual authority
in the environment and greater voice to the students' developing thoughts.

These views are consonant with those of John Dewey (1833) and the student-centered
educational theorists of the early 20th century who called for experience-based curricula to insure
students' active engagement in learning. Almost a century of interdisciplinary research into the
processes of language and learning (see Langer & Allington, in press), however, provides the basis
for a reconceptualization of Instructional theorles in a way that moves well beyond that early work.
Several movements in language education (including literature-based reading instruction, whole
language approaches, and the integrated language arts) are examples of active attempts to put
these notions into rractice, and thelr growing popularity Is due in large part to the emphasis on
students’ central role in the construction of meaning.

Most Instruction, however, has a different emphasis. As noted earlier, rather than developing
a rich web of meaning in which new knowledge becomes part of an available background for
interpretation of new experiences, students are taught content in isolation from processes of
comprehension and Interpretation. The results of this are evident in national and International
assessments of literature achievement. In the 1980 natior.al assessment (Applebee et al., 1981),
students demonstrated littie ability to formulate extended and well-defended interpretations. In the

1986 assessment (Applebes, Langer, & Mullis, 1988; Ravitch & Finn, 1988), they demonstrated a
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limited degree of recagnition of major themes, characters, authors, and works from the Western
literary tradition. In the international assessment (Purves, 1981), U.S. students showed a preterence
for finding themes and morals In texts, with iittle attention to the style or artistry of literature. It
seems. In other words, that current approaches may be ieading to the development neither of
sufficlent background information ner of adequate skilis of interpretation and analysis. What
students seem to have developed Instead Is a set of superficial reading skilis that allows them to
answer multiple-choice comprehension questions about the selections they encounter, together with
a vocabulary of technicai terms (character, theme, setting) that they can use in limited contexts, but
cannot use effectively In developing their own Iinterpretations. in many ways this behavior Is a
sensible reaction to instructional demands; students have developed a “response to literature
scaffold -- an ordered ‘ladder’ on which to hang the ‘key school words' which are appropriate in
responding to a predictable ‘school-type’ question” (Langer, 1982).

Yet, if skills of interpretation and critical analysis are to be taught more effectively, recent
research Indicates that the study of iiterature can be a particularly productive way to do so.
Literature is an inviting medium, both In content and structure, in which ali students can
productively develop, analyze, and defend Interpretations and aesthetic judgments. However, to do
$0, notions of “what counts" as knowing will need to change.

The teaching of literature became formalized as a mandated part of the English curricuium in
American schools in the late 1800s (see Applebee & Purves, in press, for a review). Since that time,
the major debates that have focused on the teaching of literature have centered on the relative
contribution of the text and of the reader's own understanding to "good" reading. For example,
New Critical approaches involve close and careful textual analyses of different sorts. They focus on
the text as the source of knowiedge, and are an example of one set of movements within literary
criticism, themselves unconcerned with issues of instruction, that have besen used to formulate
educational goals and approaches to teaching. In this case, the analytic procedure becomes the

focus of instruction. Another text-based school approach to iiterature follows from psychological
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and soclal criticism and urges the teacher to rely upon aiready agreed upon interpretations of works
as the focus of instruction, so that students wiil iearn to read in ways that invoke those interpreta-
tions. Instruction focuses on content-- on the received interpretation itself.

in contrast, approaches that focus on the reader (e.g., reader response theory) consider
meaning to reside in the reader (Bleich, 1978; Fish, 1971) or In the transaction between reader and
iext (e.g., Iser, 1974, 1978; Rosenblatt, 1978), with the reader’s interpretations as evidence of good
reading. Such reader-based approaches have received extensive emphasis in the recent
pedagogical literature (Britton, 1970; Dias & Hayhoe, 1985; Probst, 1988; Purves, Rogers, & Soter,
19880), and are the critical views most consonant with current research on reading comprehension
as an Interactive and constructive process. They are also the literary approaches that have
contributed most significantly toward the Literature Center’'s work on the reconceptuallization of the
learning and teaching of literature and the instructional theory-building that underlies it.

The Literature Center's work on learning and instruction has been based upon a
soclocognitive view of learning (Langer, 1985, 1986, 1987a, 1989, 1990bj. This view is heavily
influenced by Vygotsky (1962, 1978) and the neo- Vygotskians (e.g., Rogoff, 1980; Scribner & Cole,
1980; Wertsch, 1985) who carry on after him, on Bruner and his students’' (Bruner et al., 1956;
Bruner, 1986) work on concept development, on work in language acquisition (e.g., Browri, 1973,
Welr, 1962), and on work studying Issues of language and culture (e.g., Labov, 1972; Gumperz,
1982). It sees learning as being socially based, and cognition (In particular, ways of thinking) as
growing out of those socially-based experiences. Within soclal settings, children learn how different
forms of knowledge are used and communicated-- what counts as knowing and what that
knowledge "looks llke,” what values are respected and what habits are to be cuitivated. As children
learn to manipulate the tools of language to serve the functions and reach the ends they see
modeied around them, their ability to think and reason develops in a cuituraily appropriate way;
they use certain cognitive strategies to structure their thoughts, and not others. Ways of thinking

appropriate to a particular culture are iearned, while others (those that are unproductive for
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successful knowing and communicating in that cuiture) are not practiced and learned. Learners'
cognitive uses are seiective, based upon the uses to which literacy is put within a community, and
the learners’ bellefs about “what counts” within that community. Thus, as chiidren Iearn to interpret
and use the linguistic signs and symbols of the cuiture, they become part of the community (see
Langer, 1987a; Purves, 1990).

This view leads to a substantive change in the ways in which iiteracy learning and issues of
schooling are addressed. it forces us to iook at ways in which literacy is used, what is vaiued as
knowing, how It is demonstrated and communicated-- and the kinds of thinking as weii as content
knowi« _- that resuit. Because schooling is an important context in which "academically
sanctioned" literate thought and iiterary discourse take place, we need to understand the
sociocognitive context of that schooling-- the ways of thinking encouraged in iiterature classrooms
and the goais and vaiues of the discourse community.

Literature Center studies (Appiebee, 1989; Langer, 1991; Brody, DeMiio, & Purves, 1988;
Waimsiey & Waip, 1989) lead to the conciusion that students are not iearning to think and reason
“critically" because this way of thinking has littie place I the activities and the day to day vaiues of
most schools. They receive more instruction about literature and Iits criticism from the mass media
than they do from the schools’ literature programs, which have cut themseives off from the worid of
the arts, both the fine arts and the popuiar arts. As a resuit many students become disenchanted
with literature !earning and with school. In order to prepare students to be more thoughtfui-- to
probe more deeply Into what they are iearning-- the cuiture of their schooling must change.

Langer's Literature Center studies have described some of the dimensions that are Invoived in
more effective teaching of literature. In a series of coliaborative studies (Langer, 1991; Roberts &
Langer, 1991), she found that effective instruction In literature has particuiar characteristics (see
chapter 6) that mark the classroom experience as thoughtful and Instructive. By documenting the
nature and importance of these characteristics In students’ critical and creative reasoning, Langer's
studies have provided a framework for guiding reform in the teaching and learning of literature.
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Conclusion

This chapter has provided an overview of the broad, cross-cutting issues that have emerged
from the Center's first three years' work. The chapters that follow wiil focus in more detail on
particular bodies of Center work: Literature instruction in American Schoois (Appiebee), The
Selections Students Read for Literature Ciass (Appiebee), Eiementary Schooli Literature instruction
(Waimsiey), Assessing Achievement in Literature (Purves), Rethinking Literature instruction (Langer),

Teacher Research (Knobiauch and Brannon), and Institutionai Activities (Bronk).
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Chapter 2
therature instruction in Americar: Schools

Arthur N. Applebee

Introduction

During the past few years, tha teaching of literature has become the focus of Incressing
attention both within the profession and from the public at largs. Part of this attention has come
from a concern that traditional cultural values are not receiving sufficlent attention (e.g., Hirsch,

12 ), part has come from atternpts to reinforce the academic curriculum (e.g., Bennett, 1988); and
part has come from teachers who have begun to question whether recent changes in writing
instruction may have implications for the teaching of literature as well. Though some of these
discussions have been Intense, they have lacked a solld base of evidence about the characteristics
of literature instruction as It Is currently carried out in American schools. What goals do teachers
propose to guide their teaching of literature? What selections do they use? How are *i.ese
selections presented? To what extent are curriculum and Instruction differentlated for students of
differing interests or abliities? What, in fact, are the most pressing issues of theory and practice in
the teaciing of literature?

To answer questions such as these, the Center for the Learning and Teaching of Literature
carried out a series of studies of the elementary and secondary school curriculum. These Included
a survey of the book-length works that are required in the secondary school (Applebee, 1988a), an
analysis of the role of literary seleciicns in published tests (Brody, DeMilo, & Purves, 1989), case
studies of programs ir schools with reputations for excellence in English (Applebes, 1983b),
analyses of the place ot iitarature In elementary school programs (Waimsley & Walp, 1989), a
content analysis of the selections and teaching apparatus Included in secondary school literature
anthologies (Applebee, 1991), and a survey designed to provide a broad portrait of methods and

materlals in representative samples of schools nationally (Applebee, 1880). Together, these studies
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were designed to Jrovide a rich portrait of current instruction-- the background against which any

reform will take piace.

Competing Models of the English Language Arts

Since the 1970s, a varlety of movements have aff¢.cted the teaching of the English language
arts In general and the teaching of literature in particular. One important set of movements affecting
the teaching of English has come from outside the profession. In the 1970s, public concern about
students’ abilities to perform successfully in the job market led to a widespread emphasis on "basic
skiils." This in turn fed to the Institutionallzation of a variety of forms of minimum competency
testing in the majority of states, and reinforced a "language skiils" emphasis In the teaching of the
English language arts. The emphasis on basic skilis prompted Its own reaction during the following
decade, in the form of a reassertion of the traditional vaiues of a liberal, academic curriculum. Calls
for a return to “excelience,” for a more academic curriculum, and for the prese dtion of "cultural
literacy” are all rooted in this [iberal (and paradoxically, in this context, conservative) tradition. Like
the emphasis on basic skills that preceded it, this emphasis also came largely from outside the
professional education community but has led to a widespread reexamination of curriculum and
materials in the teaching of the English language arts.

Even as these external calls have been shaping the teaching of English, leaders of the
profession have been searching for a new basis for the curriculum. The difficulty of that process
was evident in a repo:t from the NCTE Commission on the English Curriculum. Three Language
Arts Curriculum Models (Mandell, 1980) did not attempt to reconclie the many competing models

within the profes.sion, but Instead presented three alternative, comprehensive curriculum models for
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prekindergarten through college. The three models represent long standing traditions in the English
language arts: one was student-centered, emphasizing "personal growth,” one was
content-centered, emphasizing the preservation of a cultural heritage, and one was skill-centered,

emphasizing the development of language competencies.
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In contrast to the eclecticism represented by the Curriculum Commission volume, the most
fully developed modaeis to be offered for language arts instruction in recent years have been based
on constructivist theories of language use and language development. Constructivist approaches
have a varlety of roots, with related frameworks emerging In fields as seemingly diverse as linguis-
tics, psychology, history of science, sociology, and philosophy (on constructivist theorles, see
Langer & Applebee, 1986; Appiebee, in press). What scholars in this tradition share is a view of
knowledge as an active construction built up by the individuai acting within a social context that
shapes and constrains that knowledge, but that does not determine it in an absolute sense.

Constructivist theory involves an important shift in what counts as knowledge, and by
implication what shouid be taught in schools. From a constructivist perspective, notions of
"objectlvity" and "factuality” lose their preeminence, being repiaced by notions of the central roia of
the individual learner in the "construction of reality” (Berger & Luckmann, 1966). Instruction
becomes less a matter of transmittal of an objective and culturally-sanctioned body of knowledge,
and more a matter of helping individual learners learn to construct and interpret for themselves.
There is a shift in emphasis from content knowledge to processes of understanding that are
themseives shaped by and help students to become part of the cuitural communities in which they
participate. The challenge for educators Is how In turn to embed this new emphasis into the
curricuia they develop and impiement.

in the Engiish language arts, constructivist frameworks have been particularly appealing to
scholars who have emphasized the skills and strategies that contribute to ongoing processes of
language use. During the 1970s and early 1980s, process-oriented approaches dominated writing
instruction and affected reading instruction as weil, particularly through the whole ianguage
movement which sought an integrated approach to ail aspects of the language arts. Although
process-oriented approaches developed first In the teaching of \wtiting and reading and have been
slower to deveiop In the teaching of iiturature, teachers and scholars who have been convinced of

the value of process- oriented approaches to the teaching of writing have begun to lock for ways to
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extend these approaches to other areas of the curricuium (Appiebee, 1989b; Langer, 1984, 1989,
1991; Purves, 1990) as well.

Responding to the tension between externai calis for basic skiiis and a traditional liberal
curricuium, and the emerging focus within the profession on process-oriented aporoaches, NCTE,
the Modern Language Association, and five other organizations concerned with the teaching of
Engiish as a first or second ianguage formed an English Coalition to consider common probiems
and issues. As one part of thelr activities, they joi..tly sponsored a three-week conference during
which some 60 educators met daily to find common ground for their teaching of the language arts.
Their report, The English Coaliticn Conference: Democracy through Language (Lloyd-Jone§ &
Lunsford, 1989), Is firmly within a constructivist tradition. The conference emphasized the roie of
students as “active learners,” and argued, as the introduction to the report expiained, that iearning
"Inevitably unites skills and content in a dynamic process of practice and assimiiation" (xxili).
Aithough conference participants found themseives in some agreement about goais and directions
for the teaching of the Engiish ianguage arts, they faiied to provide ciear guideiines for the
curricuium. Caught in a reaction against prescriptive “lists"-- whether of texts to read or skiils to
learn-- the conference found no broader structuring principies to offer. instead of a unifying
framework, the report presents a variety of aiternatives and options, each of which is vaiuabie in
itself but the totai of which do not provide a sense of unity and direction. in this regard, the report
abandoned the eciecticism of the eariier volume (Mandeil, 1980) without offering a viabie aiternative.

The Literature Center studies of current practice, then, have taken place against the
background of considerabie movement within the teaching of the Engiish ianguage arts.
Constructivist approaches have made a iarge contribution to the theory guiding the teaching of
writing and reading, but have a iess ciearly deveioped relationship to the teaching of literature.
Older frameworks stressing basic skiils, liberal education, and personal growth continue to assert
themselves. Newer frameworks, deriving from constructivist principles, have gained considerable

influence but have yet to resuit in weil-articuiated guidelines for curricuium and instruction.
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The most recent of the Literature Center studies of current practice (Applebee, 1990) was a
questionnaire survey of five national samples of schools: representative samples of public, Cathalic,
and independent secondary schoois, and compiete samples of two sets of schools that had been
singled vut for excellence In their English programs (schools that had consistently had winners in
the National Councli of Teachers of English Achivevement Awards in Writing competition, and
schools that had been designated as Centers of Excellence by NCTE). Five staff members in each
of the 650 participating schools were asked to complete questionnaires designed to provide
information about different aspects of the literature program: the department chair, the school
librarian, and 3 "good teachers of literature” chosen to be representative of the literature program
across grades and tracks.

In a companion study, we also examined the seven series of literature anthologies (grades 7
through 12) that were reported in most frequent use by the department chairs in our surveys. In
addition to anaiyzing the selections themselves (see chapter 3 of this report), we also examined the
Instructional apparatus in terms of the types of knowlege about literature that were priviieged in the
study questions.

The present chapter will provide an overview of secondary school literature instruction as it
emerges from these studies, and will look across the whole set of Literature Center studles to
outline a serles of continuing Issues that represent the growing points in current theory and practice

in the teaching and learning of literature.

Current Practice in the Teaching of Literature

The Schools and their Teachers

One section of the survey examined the general context in which literature instruction takes
place, Including such features as teacher preparation, teaching load, and strengths and weaknesses
of the English program as a whole. Responses Indicated that In general teachers of English are

experienced and well-prepared. On average, public school teachers reported over 14 years of
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teaching experience, and 95 percent reported an academic concentration in English or a reiated
field. Some 61 percent had a masters degree.

Reports of teaching conditions show some improvement when compared to earlier studies
(Squire, 1961; Squire & Applebee, 1968), but even today only 28 percent of public school teachers
reported ioads that reflect the NCTE-recommended maximum of 100 students per day’.

The three greatest strengths that teachers noted in the English programs In their schools
reflect their professionalism and competencws: they valued the freedom to develop their own style
and approach, the overall preparation of the facuity, and the support of the department chair. The
program in literature and the program for the coliege bound were also highly rated.

Teaching ioad led the list of weaknesses cited by the pubiic school teachers; it was
considered a weakness by 36 percent of those responding. The degree of community support and
programs for nonacademic students came next among the weaknesses the teachers noted.

Reports from award winning schools indicated a number of consistent differences between
them and the random sampie of public schools. Compared with the random sample, the award-
winning schools were disproportionately suburban, had more resources available to support tha
program in literature, hired teachers with more experience and more graduate preparation for
teaching, kept teaching loads iighter, and offered more speclal programs and extracurricular
activities related to the teaching of English. They aiso tended to be more content with the quality of
their students and the level of community support for the program in English.

Teaching conditions in Catholic schools were similar to those in public schools, though
overali school size was considerably smaller. Teaching loads in the Independent schools were by

far the best, with fully 70 percent of the teachers reporting ioads of 100 students per day or less.

The Curriculum as a Whole

Another set of questions included In the national survey focused on the organization of the

'Since the time of the survey, NCTE has revised its recomendation to 80 studenis per day.
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English curriculum as a whole, including the relationships between literature and the other
components of English instruction. Resuits from these questions suggest that literature has
maintained the centrai place in the English curricuium that it has had at ieast since the turn of the
century (Applebee, 1874), In spite of recent reforms focusing on the teaching of writing.
Approximately 50 percent of ciass time is devoted to literature in }\igh schooi English classes; when
the interrelated nature of the English language arts Is taken into account, as much as 78 percent of
time in the typical classroom may be devoted to literature-related activities. The emphasis on
literature Is highest in the upper grades and college-preparatory tracks, and lower in middle-school
and non-coliege ciasses.

Teachers report emphasizing a broad range of text- and student-centered goais for their
teaching of literature, and do not see these emphases as being in conflict with one another. Their
expectations are highest for their coliege-bound students; for the non-coliege bound, they piace
less emphasis on both student-oriented and text-oriented outcomes.

The curriculum as a whole tends to be organized around genres in grades 7 through 10,
American literature in grade 11, and British literature in grade 12. These patterns were apparent
both in teachers' responses and in the organization of the popular literature anthologles. Recent
attempts to add rourses in worid literature introduce some variation into this pattern, particuiarly at
the 10th and 12th grade ievels. Within these broad organizational patterns, the most highly rated
approach to organizing the curricuium was the study of individual major works (rated highiy by 78
percent), foliowed closely by study of genres or types (72 percent). The most highiy rated
approaches to literature study all invoive techniques that work well with whole-ciass study. Guided
individuai reading received iower ratings than any other approach, though it was somewhat more
popular in tie junior high/ middie school grades than it was in the high school.

The curriculum in iiterature was very similar across the various sampies studied here, and
aiso seems very stable. The majority of department chairs exnected that there wouid be ng

changes in content or approaches to the teaching of literature in their departments during the next
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few years.

Instructional Approaches

Teachers' approaches to particular texts-- the questions they ask and the responses they
expect to recelve-- can have a profound influence on what students learn. Responses across a
varlety of questions In the national survey indicate that the typical high school literature class places
heavy emphasis on whole-class discussion of texts that all students have read. These discussions
are most likely to focus on the meanings of the text, both in terms of students’ experiences and in
terms of careful questioning about the content. They are less likely to emphasize line-by-line
analysis or extended discussion of literary techniques.

Teachers report a dual emphasis on techniques that are loosely related to reader response
theories, and on those that are associated more directly with close analyses of text. Rather than
standing in opposition to one another, these broad theoretical orientations to literary study are
freqi:ently treated as complementary: in the case studies, concern with reader response seemed
most typicaily used as a way into texts, with a focus on analysis of the text itself emerging as a later
but uitimately more central feature of ciassroom study (Applebes, 1983b).

Analyses of anthology study questions reinforce the Impression that literary study remains
very text-centared. Study questions typicaily follow a sequence that begins with an exploration of
the literal meaning of the text ("what happened”) and moves from there to graduaily more analytic
and evaluativ.: questions. Questions that invite personal response are relatively rare. Perhaps the
best indicator of the emphasis In the study apparatus comaes from an analysis of the extent to which
questions emphasized recitation (that Is, they assumed a right answer): an average of 65 percent of
the questions asked assumed that there was one right answer. Such emphases turn literature from
a pror~<s of interpretation into a game of guessing what the teacher wants.

Teachers' approaches to text are quite consistent across the major genres that are taught,

though with some shifts in emphasis in response to the particular characteristics of each genre.
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Thus poetry and plays are more likely to be read aloud; novels and piays are more likely to involve
the use of study guides; and piays (predominantly Shakespeare) are more likely to include
background lectures (presumably to heip with the difficulties of Shakespearean language and
theatre). Across all genres, however, whole-class discussions focusing on meanings and
interpretations remalin the primary means of instruction.

Teachers’ reports on assessment techniques reflected this emphasis, with evaluation of
participation in discussion being rated as the most frequent measure of progress In literature.
Formal measures of progress were dominated by quizzes, unit tests, and essays, with the balance
shifting toward essays in the upper grades and in coliege-preparatory classes, and toward quizzes
and study guides in the lower grades and In non-college tracks.

in general, there was considerable consistency between the goals teachers cited for the
study of literature and the particular techniques that they repoited emphasizing in their classrooms.
Means of assessment seemed more neutral, with essays, for example, being adaptable to a variety
of different emphases depending upon the teachers' goals. Essays, however, were rarely used for
non-college bound students-- who seem in generai to receive more emphasis on narrowly defined

comprehension skills and less on response and interpretation.

Literature and Writing

if writing and literature are often treated as independent components of the teaching of
English, teachers’ reports suggest that that separation s unrealistic. in the junior high and middie
school, some 58 percent of the writing students do is writing about literature-- a figure that rises to
80 percent by the senior high grades. Clearly, these two aspects of the teaching of Engiish are
closely intertwined.

it also seems clear that two decades of discussion of process-oriented approaches to the
teaching of writing have had some impact. Two-thirds of the department chairs renorted that the

majority of their teachers were familiar with such approaches. They aiso reported that changes in
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writing Instruction had led to more writing about iiterature, and also to some changes in the ways
that literature was taught. These reports are more optimistic than those from classroom observers
(Applebee, 1988b), though the observers aiso found that changes in literature instruction were often
being led by teachers who had previously been active supporters of process-oriented approaches to
writing.

Reporis on the kinds of literature-related writing students do, however, are somewhat less
optimistic. When looked at In the context of a variety of classroom activities, essays and compre-
hension questions both recelve heavy emphasis in the teaching of literature. And when teachers are
asked to list their most typical writing assignment, rather than to report on the variety of actlvities in
thu'r classrooms, text-based essays dominate by a wide margin over essays that stress a reader's
personal response or interpretation. Instruction in coliege- bound classes places greater emphasis
on essay writing, while that in non-college tracks piaces more emphasis on exercises.

Teachers' reports indicate considerabie variety in the techniques that they reguiarly use
when teaching writing, including such techniques as muitiple drafts and peer response. The most
frequently-used techniques, however, remain very traditional, emphasizing written comments,
assignment of a grade, and correction of errors In mechanics. Thus although it is clear that
process-oriented Instruction is broadly recognized as an appropriate approach to the teaching of
writing, it does not seem to have led to drastic reformulation of what teachers do, at least in the

context of writing about literature.

The School Library

The school library can provide an important compiement to the program in literature,
providing resources for classroom Instruction as well as for independent reading. Reports on library
resources avallable to support the program In literature suggest that school library collections have
been strengthened since Squire and Applebee (1968) examined them in the early 1960s, but that

considerable room for Improvement remains. Less than half of the English teachers in the present

29



study rated their school library as an "exceilent” resource In the teaching of literature.

Teachers' ratings of the library were related most directly to the size of the library collection
and to the avallability of specific tities. Ratings were iower for iibraries that restricted access to
some materials, and higher for those where the library statf met regularly with the English
department to coordinate use of materials. Computer and media resources, though part o1 most
library coliections, were not related to teachers’ ratings of the library's usefuiness.

Libraries were used most frequently for research papers and fo- films or videotares;
surprisingly, they were used much less frequently to encourage wide reading or as part of
individualized reading programs, though such uses increased in schools where the teachers rated
the library collection more highly. The majority of the teachers supplemented resources available in
the school library with a classroom book collection, particuiarly in the junior high/middie school
grades.

When librarians were asked for suggestions for broadening the curriculum to include a
better representation of women and minorities, they offered a wide varlety of tities and authors. it
is perhaps revealing of how much collections need to be broadened, however, that these authors

were not necessarily available even in the iibraries on which the iibrarians were reporting.

The Program as a Whola

The teaching of literature as it emerges from the Center’s studies of current practice is a
relatively traditional enterprise. The typical literature classroom is organized around whole-class
discussion of a text everyone has read, with the teacher guiding the students toward a common ot
agreed-upon interpretation. Teachers recognize a varlety of text- and student-centered goals, and
rely on activities and techniques that reflect these two broad sets of goals. Rather than strongly
divergent alternative approaches, emphases on students or on texts are treated as legitimate and
complementary emphases to be drawn upon at different times for different purposes.

Student-centered approaches are often used as motivating techniques in the lead-in to more formal,
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text- centered study.

Overall there is considerable complacency about the teaching of ilterature. The majority of
department chairs do not expect to see major changes in their programs or approaches in the next
few years, and the majority of teachers rate their teaching of literature as a particular strength of
their programs in English.

The lack of concern about the program in literature should not be surprising. The
profession as a whole has focused its attention over the past 20 years on the teaching of writing,
pointing out problems and urging reforms. Throughout that period, the teaching of literature has
continued unchanged and unexamined. The only serious chailenges to current approaches have
come from a reaction against a broadening of the canon of texts (e.g., Hirsch, 1987) (a reaction that
Literature Center studies [see chapter 3] suggest may be unwarranted) and more Indirectly from

changes in writing instruction.

Continuing Issues in the Teaching of Literature

The resuits from the studies of current practice that have been conducted at the Center for
the Learning and Teaching of Literature suggest a series of issues that need to be addressed In the
teaching of literature. These issues reflect the growing edges of theory and practice, and the
starting points for any meaningful reform. They oifer another way in which to place the results from

the Center's studies into a broader perspective.

Issue 1. We need to develop programs that emphasize students’ ability to develop and defend
their interpretations of literary selections, rather than ones that focus only on knowledge about
texts, authors, and terminology.

As noted earlier, the conventional wisdom about the teaching of language has shifted
increasingly toward an emphasis on constructivist approaches. Rather than treating the subject of

English as a subject matter to be memorized, a constructivist approach treats it as a body of

knowledge, skills, and strategies that must be constructed by the learner out of experiences and
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interactions within the social context of the classroom. In such a tradition, to know a work of
literature is not to have memorized someone else's interpretations, but to have constructed and
elaborated Lpon one’'s own within the constraints and conventions of the classroom discourse
community.

Teachers' goals for the teaching of literature as reveaied in the Center's studies seem
caught between constructivist and earlier traditions. On the one hand there is considerable
concern with text-centered goals that are in part a legacy of New Critical techniques and In part a
legacy of skiil-oriented Instructional approaches. On the othe- hand there is also considerable
emphasis on student-centered goals, and on the critical frameworks offered by reader response
criticlsm. These goals are more in keeping with a constructivist framework for teaching and
learning, though as currently implemented they seem more closely related to earlier traditions of
concern with students' motivation and "personal growth."

The traditional teacher-centered classroom that is reflected in the resuits of the Center's
studles Is an effective means of conveying a large body of information in a relatively short period of
time. It is not a particularly effective or efficient framework for instruction within a constructivist
framework, however. Rather than helping students deveiop their own strategies and approaches to
the reading of literature, the teacher-centered classroom is much more likely to stress shared,
canonical interpretations and group consensus. It is also likely to rely upon discussions in which
some or all of the students are invited to respond to the teacher's questions, rather than upon
discussions that engage each student in an extended expioration of his or her own ideas,
developing them in the context of comparing them with others’ views. (Note that the quarrel here is
not with class discussions, or with instruction centered around shared experiences of books; it is
with the presumption that such experiences shouid begin from the teacher's knowledge of correct
interpretations, and gnd when those interpretations have been effectively conveyed to the group as
a whoie.)

The patterns of instruction revealed in the Center’s studies reflect an English classroom
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divided against itseif. In the teaching of writing, teachers are more likely to emphasize the
deveiopment of students’ meaning-making abillities. Even if not fully accepted, process-oriented
approaches to writing Instruction are at least widely understood. In the teaching of literature, on the
other hand, the focus on the student Is likely to stop after an Initial emphasis on developing
motivation and interest. At that point, a focus on the text, with the attendant concern with common

interpretations, the “right answers" of literary study, comes to the fore.

Issue 2. We need to develop a theory of the teaching and leariing of literature to guide the
rethinking of high school instruction.

If teachers are to shift the emphasis in instruction from the teacher and the text toward the
student and the process of understanding, then they need a much clearer set of theoretical princi-
ples to guide instruction. Recent developments in critica! theory have for the most part ignored
pedagogical Issues, and teachers in the Center's studies found little in current theory to revitalize
their Instructional approaches. Instead, they rely in their curriculum pianning and day-to-day
instruction on traditional organizationai devices such as genre, chronology, and themes, on reader
response theory to foster student involvement, and on New Critical approaches to provide
techniques for the study of individual texts.

What is lack.1g Is a well-articulated overall theory of the teaching and iearning of literature
to give a degree of order and coherence to the day-to-day declisions that teachers make about what
and how to teach. What texts should they choose? How should they decide what questions to ask
first about a literary work? How should a student's response be foliowed up? What kinds of writing
about literature will lead to the development of more comprehensive interpretations? What does a
"good" interpretation consist of? It s questions such as these that need to be revisited within a
more comprehensive theoretical frame.

Relatively well-established traditions within the teaching of writing and reading have begun
to provide such frameworks for those aspects of the English language arts. The teaching of

literature, however, has until recently remained largely outside of recent movements in those fieids.
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One of the most comprehensive attempts to develop such a framework for the literature curriculum
has been carrled out by Judith Langer and her coileagues (see chapter 6). In a series of studies,
they have been reexamining the process of understanding from the reader's point of view, and then
using the resuits of that examination to rethink how literature instruction can best support students'
efforts as they iearn to become more effective readers. Such carefui examination of the processes
of teaching and iearning are a necessary first step to the articulation of the principies of an effective

constructivist framework for teaching and iearning.

Issue 3. We need to revitalize instruction for non-college-bound students.

One of the ciearest patterns to emerge from the Literature Center's studies is the extent to
which non-college-bound students are given a more skilis-oriented, and iess interesting, program of
study than are their coilege-bound peers. Compared with iiterature instruction for the coilege-
bound, that for the non-coliege-bound has iower overail expectations, more emphasis on
worksheets and study guides, iess composition of coherent text, more quizzes and short-answer
activities, iess reading, more language study (l.e., grammar and usage), iess individualized reading,
and iess use of the library.

Problems with programs for the non-coliege track are hardiy a recent deveiopment; they
were also one of the major findings of the Squire and Applebee (1968) study of exemplary programs
in the early 1960s. For the most part, general or vocational programs In Engiish are simply
derivative of the coliege- preparatory program, with more emphasis on "“skili and drili* and iess on
literature and the humanities. That teachers find these courses uninteresting to teach and students
find them dull to take is hardly surprising. What is surprising Is that the problems have continued so
fong without a serious attempt to find remedies that would make them more interesting, and more

effective, for students and teachers alike.
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Issue 4. We need to provide supportive institutional contexts for programs in literature.

Teachers of English do not work alone. The Center's case studies of programs with
raputations for excellence (Appiebee, 1989b) found that the best programs were characterized by
strong deparntmental ieadership, with an awareness of and trust In the professionaiism of the
classroom teacher. Many of the outstanding programs could aiso boast of abundant resources
within the English department and in the schooi at iarge.

The national survey also highiighted the extent to which schools in ail five sampies reiled
upon experienced and weil- trained teachers to carry out the program in literature; the quality of the
faculty ied the iist of program strengths that teachers themseives cited. Aiso among the strengths
that teachers cited were support from the principal and department chair.

Nonetheiess, when the various samples of schools in the national survey are compared with
each other, one of the major differences that emerges between the award-winning schoois and the
others is the ievei of resources avaiiabie. The award- winning schoois tend to have better iibraries,
more abundant resource materiais, a iarger array of literature-reiated extracurricular activities, and
lighter teaching ioads. Teachers in these schoois are aiso more ilkely to rata the support of the
community as a strength, and to have continued their own training beyond the master’s level.
Resources aione do not make for exceiient programs, and many of the differences among schoois
refiect socioeconomic differences in the communities they serve. Nonetheiess, when schoois do
not have adequate resources, it becomes much more difficuit to provide students with a chalienging
program in literature.

Supportive institutional contexts consist of more than just money, however. They also
consist of institutionai structures at the school and district level that support teachers in their
professionalism rather than constrain their power to make educationally sound decisions about the
instruction they offer. The support of the department chair, the principal, and the community at

large are all important to the development of a strong program in iiterature. This support invoives

35

|
c—-
e N



L

not only the endorsement of what teac'iers wish to do in their classrooms, but aiso the
establishment of appropriate systems of evaluation (of students and of teachers)-- so that
curriculum and assessment can work together to support student learning. Support at these levels
will be particularly critical as teachers begin to change their approaches to literature, moving away

from the teacher-centered whole-class discussions toward more Innovative approaches.
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Chapter 3

The Selections Students Read for Literature Class

Arthur N. Applebee

The Center for the Learning and Teaching of Literature was established In the midst of a
still-continuing debate about the content of the English curriculum. Strong voices were argul‘ng that
the Engiish curricuium was white, male, and Eurocentric, marginaiizing the contributions of women
and of people from other cuitural traditions. Equaily strong voices were reasserting the values of a
traditionai liberal education, and arguing that the curriculum in Engiish had aiready been diiuted too
much. Bennett (1988) sought to reemphasize traditionai academic discipiines, while Hirsch (1987)
provided a new rationale for attention to such traditions, and coined a new goal, "cultural literacy,"
that seemed to require such attention.

What was lacking most In such debates, however, was much perspective on what was being
taught in schools across the nation. What authors and titles were students actually being asked to
read In their classes? What traditions and influences did those selections represent? How varled

were the literary offerings In schools of different types and traditions?
Literature Center Studies

Clearly, a rethinking of the literature curriculum was needed, but to do this required a base of
accurate information about the existing curriculum, its offerings, and its goals. (The ias' surveys of
literature instruction date to the 1960s [Anderson, 1964, Squire & Applebee, 1968]; while these
provide no information for understanding current practice, they serve as a point of comparison in
understanding changes across a quarter of a century.) Such knowiedge would provide a more
accurate base for discussions of needed changes in the curriculum. In three of its studies, the

Literature Center examined the authors and titles students were being asked to read.:
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National Study of Book-Length Books Students Are Required to Read. In the spring of 1988,
English department chalirs in nationally representative samples of public, Catholic, and independent
schools were asked to list all of the book-length works that were required reading in any class,
grades 7 through 12 (Applebee, 1989); 488 schools participated in the study. The wording of the
question and the structure of the the survey replicated a survey conducted 25 years previously, in
the spring of 1963 (Anderson, 1864). This provided a baseline account of the range of book-iength
works read as well as a point of comparison to highlight any changes that had occurred in the
selections themselves.

National Survey of the Teaching of Literature. Book-length works are only one part of the
curricuium, however, and departmental reports of required texts may ook quite different from
teachers' day-to-day choices. To provide a secand perspective, the Center examined teachers’
choices as part of a survey of the teaching of literature in 650 junior and senior high schools in the
spring of 1988 (Appiebee, 1990). The survey included nationally representative samples of public
schools, Catholic schools, and independent schools; a complete sample of schools that had been
selected as Centers i Excelience by the National Councii of Teachers of English (NCTE); and a
complete sample of schools that had consistently had winners in the Achievement Awards program
sponsorec by NCTE. In one series of questions, teachers were asked to Identify a specific ciass
which was "representative” of their teaching of literature, and to list all of the selections that students
had studied (for homework or in class) during the previous 5 school days.

Analyses of Popular Anthologies. While the first study focused on book-length works, the
classroom studies indicated that many teachers used anthologies as a mainstay of their literature
programs. Thus the Center also studied the authors and tities presented in those anthoigoies. The
1989 editions of the seven anthology series that were used most frequently in the schools in the
national survey were examined in order to characterize the nature of the seiections included in them
(Applebee, 1991). The complete high school course, grades 7 through 12, was analyzed. Results

were compared with the last major analysis of high school English textbooks (Lynch & Evans,
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1863), which examined the iiterature anthologies in use In the late 1950s.

Resuits from these studies aliow examination of the sources of the literary materials teachers

use, the relative emphasis they place upon different types of literature, and the characteristics of the

authors represented In their classrooms and in the anthologies available to them.

Book-Length Works

The Ceuiter's first attempt to examine the characteristics of seiections for study was the national
survey of the book-iength works required of any students at a particular grade level (Applebee,
1989). Replicating Anderson's (1964) eariler study, the study found a variety of changes in
emphasis on specific tities, but stability in the overail nature of the selections for study. Indeed,
rather than a watering down of the curricuium over the preceding 25 years, the study's results
suggested that there may have been some narrowing, with a larger number of tities being relatively
consistentiy cited. In the spring of 1963, for exampie, oniy 9 tities were required in at ieast some
classes In 30 percent or more of the schools; this had tripied to 27 tities in the spring of 1988.
There was also a deciine in the proportion of tities published in the 30 years previous to the survey,
from 39 percent in 1963 to 28 percent in 1988.

The “top ten” tities in the three main samples are listed in Table 1. Aithough the rank ordering
of tities differs somewhat in the three sampies, they arc remarkable for their consistency more than
their differences: the tities included in the top ten are identical in the public and Catholic school
sampies, and nearly so in the independent schools.

it is noteworthy that in all three samples, the top ten inciuded only one title by a femaie author
(Harper Lee) and none by members of minority groups. When the responses were examined by
author rather than by title, Shakespeare, Steinbeck, and Dickens led the lists In ali three samples.

Lists of “top ten" authors and tities can be misleading, however, particuiarly if there is iess

consensus about aiternative texts than there Is about the more traditional ones. To provide a better
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Public Schools

Romeo and Juliet 84X
Macbeth 81
Huckleberry Finn 70
Julfus Caesar 70
To XKill a Mockingbird 69
Scarrlet Letter 62
Of Mice and Men 56
Hamlet 55
Great Gatsby 54
Lord of the Flies 54

Table 1

Most Popular Titles, Grades 9-12

Title and Percent of Schonls

Catholic Schools

Huckleberry Finn
Scarlet Letter
Macbeth

To Kill a Mockingbird
Great Gatsby

Romeo and Juliet
Hamlet

Of Mice and Men
Julius Caesar

Lord of the Flies

76%
70
70
67

63*
56

54
52

Independent Schools

Macbeth

Romeo and Juliet
Huckleberry Finn
Scarlet Letter

Hamlet

Great Gatsby

To Kill a Mockingbird
Jul jus Caesar
Odyssey

Lord of the Flies

* percentage significantly different from public school sample, p < .05,
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overview of the book length works reported to us, each appearance of a titie was coded for the
gender, race/ethnicity, and national literary tradition of the author, as well as for date of publication.

Examined in this way, the titles reported in this study were drawn from a relatively narrow
tradition of texts for classroom study. Of the 11,579 individual selections reported to us in the
public school sample, for example, 81 percent were by male authors, 98 percent by white
(non-Hispanic) authors, and 99 percent were written within a United States (63 percent), United
Kingdom (28 percent), or Western European (8 percent) tradition. Compared with Anderson’s
(1964) resuits from 25 years previously, there were only marginal increases in the pe:cent of
selections written by women (from 17 percent in 1963 to 19 percent in 1988) or by writers from
alternative cuitural traditions (from 0.6 percent to 2 percent). At the same time, there was an
increase in the percent of selections by U.S. authors (from 49 percent to 63 percent), with a
corresponding decline in the percent from the United Kingdom (from 39 percent to 28 percent).

The narrowness of the seiections in this first study was surprising, and as a resuit iater studies
continued to examine the characteristics of the authors and tities being taught. Three factors in
particular seemed possibie sources of distortion in the study of book-length works: the emphasis
on “required” texts nominated by department chairs, which might miss greater variation introduced
by individuai teachers in their own classrooms; the emphasis on book-iength works, which could
miss a greater variety in shorter works, including stories and poems; and the request for a list of al
tities at each grade, which again might have led to some under-representation of less widely- taught

individual works that might have come less quickiy to mind.

Titles Taught in the Past Five Days

To get around ail of those problems, the national survey asked teachers to list ali of the specific
tities that students had read or discussed for class or homework during the previous § school days.
Teachers were prompted separately for novels, short storles, piays, poetry, nonfiction, film or video,

and “"any other* types of literature.
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Approached in this way, teachers’ selections were still very narrow. Across genres, only 16
percent of the works taught during the previous 5 days were written by women (compared with 19
percent in the study of book-length works), but 7 percent were by nonwhite authors (compared with
2 percent in the study of book length works). Much of the increase in non-white authors was due to
a better representation of alternative traditions in the poetry that was taught; indeed, in this
particular sample Langston Hughes emerged as the individual poet who had been taught most

frequently in the previous five days.

Genres Emphasized in Class Study

Literature Is a somewhat amblguous concept in the teaching of English, including in different
classrooms a range of genres and media. One way to gain a sense of what “counts” most Is to
examine the amount of time teachers devote to literature of various types. Thus the national survey
asked teachers about the amount of literature-related class time that had been devoted to particular
genres during the past five days, irrespective of the source of the selections. Their responses
reflected the central role that book-length works play: In the public schools, teachers reported an
average of 31 percent of the time had been spent on novels and 20 percent on plays. Attention to
other types of literature included 23 percent of the time devoted to short storles, 14 percent to
poetry, 6 percent to nonfiction, and 5 percent to fiilm or video. Reports from teachers in other
samples did not differ significantly from these percentages. The importance of book-length texts
was emphasized in teachers’ responses to questions about how they organized the curriculum for a
speclfic class: study of individual major works emerged as the most frequently cited approach to

structuring the curriculum.

Sources of Literary Materlals
in the national survey, for teachers in the random sample of public schools the literature

anthology was the most frequent source of materlals (used “regularly” by 66 percent of the teach-
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ers), followed by class sets of book-length texts (52 percent) and dittoed or photocopled
suppiementary materials (44 percent). The biggest differences among the flve samples of schools
occurred for books students purchased, which were common in Catholic and Independert schools
and rare In public schools. Class sets of book-length texts were also somewhat more readily avall-
able In the two samples of award-winning schools (where they ranked slightly higher than
anthologies as sources of literary materlais).

The role of the anthology was highiighted in another series of questions, when teachers were
asked about the extent to which they used them: 63 percent of the public school teachers reported
an anthology was their "main source*® of selections, and another 28 percent reported using an
anthology for supplementary readings. Overall teachers were quite pleased with the quality of the
materials availabie in the anthologies they used: 41 percent rated the selections as "excelient,"
and another 51 percent rated them as at least "adequate”; only 8 percent rated the selections in the

anthologies as "poor” in the context of the needs of a spscific class.

Analyses of Popular Anthologies

The final set of selections that the Center examined were those Inciuded in the 7th through 12th
grade voiumes of the seven anthology serles that were most frequently in use in the schools in the
national survey. The study examined the most recent editions of each series (copyright 1989),
compiiing a master list of authors and tities and identifying the gender, race/ethnicity, national
tradition within which the author wrote, and date of composition of the selection.

Across grade leveis, some ,g*ﬁércent of the anthology selections were written by women, and
14 percent were by non-white authors, proportions that suggest somewhat more variety in repre-
sentation than was the case in the two studles of classroom practice.

To examine this further, Table 2 summarizes results across the three studies, separately for the

major genres that were examined in each study. In this table, it is clear that nonwhite authors are

better represented in the selections of poetry and of nonfiction than they are in other genres, while
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Table 2
. Comparison Between Selections Anthologized, Taught, and Required
Long plays Short poetry Non-Fiction All
Fiction Fiction
Female Authors 1 8.0 i d ? 2t 7
Anthologized* 9.8 58 275 20. 619" 21.3
Taught® 21.4 4.5 18.1 16.6 14.5 16.3
Requi red® 22.7 3.6 19.1
. Non-white Authors
Anthologized 0.0 1.8 10.8 13.2 17.8 13.5
Taught' 3.9 1.5 2.2 12.0 12.1 6.6
. Required 1.7 2.6 2.0
. * Applebee (1991)
" Applebee (1990)
© Applebee (1989)
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women are least well represented In the plays that are taught. The anthologies seem to have a
somewhat broader range of selections than teachers report using, but this Is so only for the shorter

selections (whichare  ~— 2

included In reasonable numbers in each anthology volume); selections of loig fiction included in

the anthologles are particularly narrow.

There were some other interesting trends in the nature of the selections. In general there was
more varlety in authors and titles In the selectioins used in grades 7 through 10, and the least variety
In the selections chosen for American and British literature.  The chronologically organized British
literature anthologles were by far the narrowest, with only 8 percent of the selections by women,
and 1 percent by non-white authors.

Compared with Lynch and Evans' (1963) study of the contents of anthologies in the iate 1950s,
the 1989 anthologies show more consensus on the authors and titles Included, fewer selections
published In the previous 60 years, and less varlety from one publisher to another In degree of
emphasls on each genre. In the con «xt of Lynch and Evans' critique, the 1989 anthologies seem to
include selections of better quality, with less of the “ephemera” and “miscellany” of which they had
complained. At the same time, women and minority authors figure more prominently In the 1988

editions, particularly in the poetry and nonfiction selections.

Influences on Teachers' Cholces

The resuits, then, suggest that the curriculum as a whole remains relatively traditional in its
emphases. Most teachers In the Center's surveys reported they had considerable leeway In
selecting the literature they taught; only 5 percent claimed to have little or none. Asked what
Influenced thelr selections for a specific class, they cited literary merit, personal famillarity with the
selection, and likely appeal to students as the three most important influences. Departmental
policles and possibie community reaction to specific tities also played a part.

Looking at teachers' responses as a whole, there seem to be three reasons why relatively few
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selections from alternative traditions have yet to be included in the curriculum: teachers remain
personally unfamiliar with specific titles, are uncertain about th=ir literary merit and appeal to

students, and are worrled about possible community reactions.

Conclusion

When literature emerged at the core of English studles at the end of the nineteenth century, it
coalesced around a particular vision of the values of literature, and of texts that were Important to
read and to teach (Applebee, 1974). That tradition has usually been defined rather broadiy, around
Important authors and traditions rather than around a few essential texts. When specific texts have
been singled out for speclal attention, as they have been at times as part of coliege entrance
requirements, the texts have changed from year to year rather than being elevated into the content
of the curriculum.

Thus for most of the history of the teaching of English, the high school canon has been a
sampling out of a broader tradition: some piays by Shakespeare, some poems from the Augustans,
sume contemporary works of "good” authors, some classical myths and legends, some prose and
poetry of the Romantic era, and some selections from the American tradition. When Stout (1989),
for example, complled a list of specific titles taught in English courses in the North Central region
before 1800, he found 14 that were taught in more than 25 percent of the schools, but over 200
more titles that were taught in some of the schools In the reglon.

Studying selections sixty years later, Lynch and Evans (1963) complained that the selections
that were being sampled from these traditions had become too broad, drawing In a variety of
selections chosen simply because they related to a topic of study rather than because of any
inherent literary merit.

Boosted by the concerns of the New Critics with the integrity of the text, the reassertion of
literary values of which Lynch and Evans were a part seems to have had some effect. In the

Literature Center's studies of selections being taught another 30 years later, the curriculum seems
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to have narrowed again. Although there remains a great deal of variety, there Is more consensus
about particular texts, and especially about particular authors, both in the anthologized seiections
and in the book-length works required by high school departments of English.

Even as the curriculum has tightened around works of acknowiedged quality, additional room
has been made for authors from alternative traditions. Works by women seem in particular to be
better represented than they were 25 or 30 years ago, particularly among the anthologized
selections. Authors from other racial or ethnic traditions are also better represented.

Yet with these gains, the most striking feature of these analyses is how narrow much of the
curriculum remains. Works by women stiil make up less than aﬁ%f the reading students are
asked to do for their English courses In grades 7 through 12, and works by non-white authors less
than_;/percent. Representation Is even less balanced when novels and plays are considered
separatealy-- the major works that are for many teachers the heart of the curriculum. As long as
these texts remain unchanged, there will be no "canonicity” for nonwhite authors or for women;
they wiil continue to be at the margins of the cuiture that is legitimated by its place in the school.

The issue, of course, Is not simply one of insuring that students read works from their own
heritage. it is an issue of finding the proper balance among the many traditions, separate and
intertwined, that make up the complex fabric of American society. In their instruction, teachers
need to find better ways to insure that programs are culturally reievant as weli as culturally fair-- that
no group Is privileged while others are marginalized by the seiections schools choose to teach. At
the same time, teachers must aiso be wary of a curriculum that becomes too "particularized”
(Ravitch, 1990), polarizing the separate traditions which contribute to America’s diversity, rather
than increasing students' understanding of and respect for traditions other than their own.

Resolving the tensions between diverse traditions and a common heritage poses difficult
philosophical as well as educational questions. The particular solutions that schools and teachers

adopt are likely to be ciosely taliored to the history and values of their local community, at ieast to

the extent that that is possibie within the restrictions of available textbooks and limited budgets.
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The Literature Center studies do not provide answers about what the Ideai curricuium wili be in any
particular situation, but they at least provide a common, comprehensive base of information in

which those debates can be grounded.
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Chapter 4
Elementary School Literature Instruction

Sean Waimsiey

The major focus of research conducted by the Center for the Learning and Teaching of
Literature over the past three years has been at the secondary level (grades 7-12). In the original
proposal for the Center, we added a small research component to study the teaching of literature at
the elementary ievel (grades 1-6) on the grounds that what students know about literature, what
books they read, and how they respond to literature are heavily influenced by their literary
experiences In elementary school. We proposed two kinds of studies to explore elementary schooli
literary experiences: one that sought to describe, from elementary teachers' perspectives, the role
of literature In their language arts prog.am and the major instructional practices they used to foster
children’s literary growth; the other that sought to describe the actual literary experlences of a smail
number of students in elementary school.

We came Into these studies knowing that elementary ianguage arts programs are dominated
by reading skiils instruction, usuaily dellvered through a commercial basal reading system, in which
children read materlal that is either written especially for the basal, or which has been excerpted
(frequently with revisions to make the language more readable, the content less controversial) from
children's literature. It has been estimated, however, that the average elementary school reader
gets to read connected text for only 6-7 minutes daily, and so contact with literature, even if it is
provided, tends to be brief in duration, and involves primarily excerpts from literature. The
separation of literature from reading is evident In the research community, too. Barely a word is
mentioned (other than to reference work done by principal investigators of our studles) in the latest
Handbook of Reading Research about the nature of literary understanding, despite extensive
reviews of research on reading comprehension. It Is as though there are two communities, one that

researches reading and promulgates approaches to reading instruction, the other which examines
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children’s literature and makes recommendations about how it should be taught (Huck et al., 1987).
The two areas are quite distinct, each having their own research base, their own views about the
role of the other, even their own professional organizations-- International Reading Association,
National Reading Conference for reading teachers and researchers; National Council of Teachers of
English (Elementary Section), American Library Assoclation for educators interested in children's
literature. In general, the reading fleld has seen literature as the end purpose for learning how to
read (i.e., what children do once they have mastered the basic reading skills), the chiidren's
literature field has been more concerred about the books themseives, and less about instructional
issues, but authorities in children’s literature have always questioned the reading field's insistence
that reading skills come first, arguing-- as Huck has-- that literature itself should be the reading
curricuium. In recent years, the situation has changed somewhat with a surge of interest in
children’s literature at the elementary level, and a visitor to an IRA or NCTE annual meeting might
be excused for thinking that the same people attended both, and that both organizations were
basicaily interested in the same things (reading, writing, literature). About ten years ago, reading
issues dominated the agenda of the |RA, slowly to give way to an interest in writing (spurred by the
New Hampshire school of “process" writing); now it is the turn of children’s literature. It is aimost
impossible to go to a national or regional reading conference wi'.nout encountering a famous
children’s author as a keynote speaker, or hearing an advocate of children’s literature in the
classroom.

In elementary schoois, too, there are signs that literature is enjoying a revival after 20 years
of neglect. It is not hard to see why. Advocates of *Whole Language" are adamant that children’s
literature (trade books) should replace the basal readers they so strongly oppose; interestingly,
critics such as Ravitch and Finn (1987) also recommend that literature replace bland basals,
although we suspect the titles they think children should be reading will more likely be drawn from
traditional literature while whole language advocates more frequently stress contemporary children’s

literature, much of it narrative fiction. States are sponsnring programs that encourage reading of
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chlldren's literature at home (e.g., The New York State Legislature’s Parents As Reading Partners):
businesses offer culinary rewards to children who turn in lists of books read at home (e.g., Pizza
Hut's Book-It Program); most elementary schools now subscribe to one or another of the book
clubs (e.g., See-Saw, Trumpet) that make It easy for children to acquire books for themselves.
Reading to children in school has become a permanent feature of the early grades (i.e. kindergarten
through 3rd grade), and most elementary schools have some form of Inde,1*ndent reading program
(e.g.. Lyman Hunt's Uninterrupted Sustained Silent Reading), In which children read books on their
own for 15 minutes or so each day.

School librarles have also undergone changes In the past ten years; although school
librarians still teach “library” skills to elementary children (e.g., I00king up books in the card catalog
or CD-ROM, learning how to research), many librarians use these "library" periods to read literature
to children, as well as to guide them In thelr selection of books. There are school librarians whose
notion of a good school library is that absolute quiet prevails, and that every book is accounted for,
but increas.ngly schooi (and public) librarians see themselves as having an instructional rather than
merely a bibliographic role in the school’'s language arts program. Finally, we are aware that many
elementary teachers have begun to acquire-- often with their own money-- children's books for their
own classroom libraries, so that children can participate In literature without having to leave the
room.

It was against this backdrop that we interviewed a number of elementary teachers,
supervisors and librarians in the Albany, New York, area to determine their views on thess issues,
and to see how they used literature In their schoois. The details of this study are described
elsewhere (Walmsley & Walp, 1989); here, | want to discuss the implications of this study relative to
the issues discussed above. The interviews suggest that many elementary teachers really do not
have either an instructional philosophy for the teaching of literature, nor even a well developed
practical scheme for integrating it within the elementary curriculum. Nor, surprisingly, do their

supervisors or administrators. We heard about how Individual teachers fitted literature Into their
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curriculum, largely from the perspective of routines (reading aloud, independent reading, class
reading of a single book); we heard very little about the purpose of thase activities, other than they
were "for fun,” or "to teach reading skills." For example, should we not read books to chiidren partly
to introduce them to new authors, to new topics, and to vocabulary and syntax beyond the
children's current understanding? (The teachers we Interviewed generally read hooks that chiidren
themselves could already read.) Wouldn't it be appropriate to use literature to teach children
something about literary techniques? (The teachers talked only about teaching reading skills
through literature.) Should there not be some planning to ensure that children are exposed to a
variety of literary genres? (The teachers seemed not to have such a plan, but their examples
indicated a strong emphasis on contemporary realistic fiction.) Despite our probes, which were
quite extensive, we heard almost nothing about the bigger picture-- 1.e., how they thought reading
and literature were connected, what the role of writing was In literary understanding, what
pedagogical purpose was served by reading books aloud. Later, we reflected that this “bigger
picture” is precisely what is missing in the research literature on both reading and children's
literature, and we should hardly be surprised that elementary teachers, supervisors, and
administrators did not address |it.

We concluded that elementary literature programs comprise a set of routines that teachers
have acquired for use In their classrooms, and other than the occasional and usually out-of-date list
of books to be read independently at each grade, or over the summer, we saw little evidence of a
coherent, articulated district philosophy with respect to literature's role In the language arts
program, across grades and across different levels of reading and writing ability. Nor did we hear
about how the elementary literature program was to be coordinated with the secondary school's
English syllabus -- In the schools our teachers described, there was little or no communication
between elementary and secondary school to begin with, and even less about the content of the
elementary and secondary literature programs. We wondered how the elementary literature

program, with its diet of largely contemporary realistic fiction, prepares children for the secondary
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literature program, with Its canon of iargely cliassical literature (Appiebee, 1983). Our concern about
these findings, however, Is that without a much clearer sense about how literature fits into the
elementary curricuium, it wiil simply coinprise a set of teaching activities (read-aiouds, independent
reading, ilbrary time) that will constantly be in competition with new demands on eiementary
teachers' time. The amount of time aliocated to the teaching of iiterature in elementary school Is a
a small fraction of that aliocated to the teaching of reading skills.

In contrast to the detaiied record-keeping and monitoring of reading skiils instruction,
teachers seemed to know iittie about which full-iength books their students had read on their own.
Further, they were generaily unaware of the books their colleagues were reading to thelr students,
or assigning to be read. Most of the teachers we interviewed had littie formai training in literature
(especially when compared to their extensive backgrounds in reading)-- most of what they knew
they ciaimed was through their own reading, and from chiidren's iiterature workshops. These
circumstances do not seem to us conducive to the teaching of literature becoming
“Institutionaiized" i~ the sense of being permanently woven into the eiementary school's curriculum
in the same way that reading Instruction currently is. What we fear is that uniess the roie of
literature is properly articuiated, the current interest in it will eventuaily pass, to be repiaced vy
something eise. This has aiready happened to writing in many elementary schools: the time which
used to be devoted to process writing is now devoted to chiidren's literature. Whatever is “au cour-
ant” gets attention. We heard iittle from our teachers about how thelr districts were attempting to
“Institutionalize” the teaching of iiterx:..re, although It was clear that certalr. teaching routines had
become institutionalized to get started, at least.

A good example of the chalienge of institutionalizing the teaching of ilterature in element~-v
schoois is represented by the tenslons between classroom teachers and school iibrarlans over their
respective roies. These tensions have arisen, we beileve, because both classroom teachers and
school librarians, unbeknownst to one another, have cnanged their own attitude towards literature.

Many elementary classroom teachers were used to seeing the schooi librarian's role as essentiaily

54

6



\

bibllographic (to order books for the library, handie signing out and checking in of books, and to
teach library skiiis), and when they got the “literature bug,” they thought nothing of developing their
own classroom library. At the same time, many school librarians have been trying to shake off their
"bibllographer” image, and they see themseives as piaying a major role in the development of a
literature program-- after all, aren't they the experts on iiterature? Many of the iibrarians we
interviewed were not pleased to have been exciuded from the planning of school literature
programs, and few were reticent about comparing their extensive knowledge of chiidren’s iterature
with what they regarded as most classroom teachers’ shallow iiterary understanding. Most thought
that the schooi library, not the classroom, was the appropriate place for book coliections.

it is not difficult to understand these tensions from both perspectives, but they provide good
evidence of how poorly eierentary literature programs are articulated, and point to the need for
better coilaboration between the various professionais that have responsibiiity for the provision both
of books and of instructional activities to promote children’s use of them. This leaves open the
issue of whether chiidren shouid be expilicitly taught how to use the library (a major component of
“library time"). Most of the teachers and librarlans we interviewed think they should: they would not
have agreed with Moffett and Wagner (1983) whose advice on this Issue was; “Children do not need
to iearn how to become iibrarians; rather they need to feei competent and comfortabie as library
users.”

A second issue we explored was the differential treatment of better and poorer readers. We
went into this study assuming that better readers received preferential treatment over poorer
readers, not only because many elementary literature programs are designed for top reading groups
(these better readers have aiready 'mastered’ readii.g skilis and therefore are ready to apply them to
books), but aiso because poor readers are assumed not to have the prerequisite reading skiiis for
tackiing fuil-length books. The teachers we interviewed did differentiate between better and poorer
readers; they encouraged better readers to pick "harder" and more chailenging books, while

recommending “easier” tities to poorer readers. Teachers that used basal readers admitted that
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better readers were abie to spend more time In school reading independently, because they couid
use the time left over after seat work was completed in addition to assigned independent reading
'+~ (This confirms earlier findings in the remedial literature [e.g., Aliington, 1983].) In both
independent and read-aloud activities, teachers reported few differences in their teaching strategies
for good and poor readers, other than In the selection of books. Both good and poor readers
shared in the same read-aloud activities (mostly because these occur in homerooms). On the other
hand, poorer readers were less likely to encounter full-length literature in guided reading instruction,
because guided reading was taught in reading groups, not in whole classes, using a basai reader.
Teachers felt that poor readers were already "behind schedule® In the basal series so they could not
afford to take time to read books. Poorer readers generaily were taken through books with more
structure, with more teacher direction, at a slower pace, and were expected to concentrate more on
literal understanding of what they read.

Our study of second graders’ literary experiences (Waimsley, Fieiding, & Walp, 1991) offers
a different perspective on this issue, as has our schooi-based iiterature curricuium project
(Walmsiey & Waip, 1980). What we have found is that when better and poorer readers are piaced in
what we call a 'literature-rich’ environment (one in which ample opportunities for engaging in
fuil-length literature are provided, where both reading and literary skills are taught primarlly within
the context of literature, and where children are not assigned to high, middle, and low reading
groups), tina diff srences between better and poorer readers become less pronounced. in the iong
term (Walmsley & Waip, 1990), a literature-based elementary language arts curriculum offers
significant advantages to both better and poorer readers; in the short term (Waimsley, Fielding, &
Walp, 1991), we noted that in both a literature-only classroom and one that mixes basal instruction
with literature, there were gender differences between children's literary experiences (the giris read
far more books than the boys), but not differences based on reading ability alone, except in
circumstances where children were left on their own to read independently or write about books

(the poorer readers more frequently "disengaged" from the task at hand).
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We are cautious about extending our observations beyond the classrooms we studied, but
we wonder if part of the problem with poor readers and their literary experiences stems from
observing them within the confines of a traditional approach that routinely treats them as incapable
of engaging with literature, systematically denies them access to literature, and creates in them
lowered expectations and ambitions to read on their own. If children are treated as individual
readers, not good or average or poor readers, especlally on the baslis of reading achievement test
scores that barely touch on children’s literary knowledge or experiences, then they stand a better
chance of being treated equally as far as access to literature Is concerned, and, more importantly,
they may develop more positive (or, at least, less negative) Images of themseives as readers. Given
the number of books now published that even non-readers can gain meaning from, it becomes
increasingly less excusable to say that there are readers who are “not ready" to read books. We are
also concerned that if poorer readers do not frequently engage in full-length literature, they will be
hard pressed to acquire strategies for under.tanding anything but simple plots and boldly drawn
characters (the ones that characterize short extracts or specilally written passages in basal
readers). They also will have difficuity moving through books in which there are "shifting horizons*
of meaning (see Langer, 1989), a feature of fuli-length literature largely absent from excerpts and
shorter passages.

We have also learned from our studies of 2nd graders’ literary experiences that at least in
some classrooms, teachers are providing children with not only substantial literary experlences, but
exposure to a wide range of genres, authors, and types of books (e.g., p'cture story books,
illustrated story books, chapter books). While we were not surprised by the number of realistic
fiction and fantasy books read to and by the 2nd graders we studied, we were taken aback by how
many informational books were read. This finding may not be welcome news to those seeking t2
redress the balance in favor of traditional literature in elementary school, but it should be appiauded
by those (e.g., Venezky, 1887) who think that elementary schools seriously neglect nonficticnal

reading. We also were Impressed by the amount of time devoted to reading aloud full-length
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literature, discussing it, and writing about it in the classrooms we studied. Our only reservation is
that we suspect that the teachers we observed may be emphasizing literature at the expense of
other aspects of language arts, and especially other subject areas (sociai studies, science). Itis
further evidence that elementary schools do not yet seem to have found the right balance between
components of language arts, and between language arts and other important aspects of the
elementary curricuium (see Walmsley, 1991); while one aspect is emphasized, other aspects are
getting short shrift.

Taken as a whols, these studies describe the philosophy and practices of a number of
elementary teachers In a variety of schools In upstate New York, and the literary experiences of a
few 2nd graders in great detail. The detailed portraits of the second graders were made In
literature-rich environments, and they show what happens when children are surrounded by
literature at home and in school. These children, their parents, and their teachers are taking good
advantage of the weaith and range of literature avallable to them, and while they engage In this
literature differentiaily (there were significant gender differences, but aiso important individual
differences), It Is clear that their literary experiences are broad and substantial, at least during the
year in which we studied them. Whrat we conclude from these studies is that while children may be
enjoying worthwhilg literary experiences in individual classrooms, they have yet to be exposed to a
coherent, “institutionalized” literature program across the elementary grades that fosters what Britton
terms “wide reading side by side with close reading” (Pradi, 1982). We have yet to work out how
reading Instruction and iiterary experlences interact, and how, in practical terms, literature is to be
properly incorporated into the elementary curricuium without it displacing an equaily important
aspect of language arts, or another subject area. Our studies of better and poorer readers have left
us In some doubt about the relationship between reading ability-- as traditionally defined-- and
literary knowledge and abllity: Are there reading skill prerequisites for engaging successfuily in
iiterature, or does the understanding of literature call upon different processing abilities than those

traditionally thought of as essential components of reading? Do 200ks provids chiidren with cues
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they can use to gain access to a book’'s meaning that allow even traditionally poor readers to make
sense of what they read In books? To what extent do children learn the strategies they need for
processing text In books by engaging in literature as opposed to learning them In isolation to
literature? Our studies and curriculum projects lead us to think that meaningful experiences with
literature may help develop the strategies typically taught in reading programs (e.g., vocabulary,
comprehension, word attack), but they aiso teach children strategies for processing literary texts
that traditional reading programs do not specifically teach, and are not directly transferabie to
literary texts. Certainly the traditional notion that elementary schools are for teaching reading skills
that, once mast«red, allow children to read books with understanding, needs to be chailenged.
Finally, it Is clear from these studies that we should be concerned about elementary
literature programs from the perspective of how they prepare students for secondary scn¢ ol
literature programs. There may be some sense in not basing elementary school literature programs
too closely on what secondary teachers think are appropriate antecedents, for there are ciearly
genres, authors, and types of books that are well suited to children at younger ages and it s
unlikely that secondary English teachers are in a good position to know what these are. (Business
people have a simiiar problem in recommending specific kinds of reading activities for elementary
and secondary school, based on extrapolating their aduilt literacy needs downwards Into grade
schools.) What Is inexcusable Is the almost total lack of communication betwsen elementary and
secondary ianguage arts programs, and the resulting ignorance about what each Is up to.
Elementary teachers have their work cut out for them (much more so than secondary teachers) in
designing appropriate and cumulative literary experiences for children across the elementary years,
but once that Is under control, they urgently need to coordinate elementary literary experiences with

seccndary.
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Chapter §
Assessing Learning in Literature

Alan C. Purves

The nation’s testing programs devote a great deal of energy to testing reading and writing, but
they fall to treat literature and cuitural literacy seriously. The artistic aspects of literature and the
cultural heritage of our soclety are not reflected In the nation's tests and as a resuit they are
neglected by the schools. The tests concentrate on prose fiction and exciude poetry and drama.
Such was the finding of the first study in the assessment strand conducted by the Center for the

Learning and Teaching of Literature (Brody, DeMilo, & Purves, 1989). The research program began
with alternative tests.

The Current State of Literature Testing

The Center's studies of current practices In literature assessment examined the range of
instruments that are used across the United States to assess the literature knowledge of students
across the grades: norm-referenced standardized achlevement batteries, tests of reading
comprehension, tests that accompany literature anthologies and basal readers, college entrance
and college placement examinations, and commerical tests of literature achievement. The resuits
Indicate that, almost universally, the focus of existing literature tests is on the comprehension of
content, particularly on the meaning of specific parts or of the main idea or theme of a passage
which Is given to the student to read (Brody, DeMilo, & Purves, 1989). Across the varlous tests
studied, a typical test has a two-paragraph excerpt from a novel or story followed by three or four

questions like these fictitious examples:
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in llne 10, the word rogue means: a) stranger, b) out of control, ¢) colored with red, d) faliing
apart

The two people are: a ) father and son, b) brothers, c) husband and wife, d) strangers

This selection Is about: a) the end of an adventure, b) the relationship between peopie and

animails, c) the ciimax of a journey, d) the break-up of a family

Such questions hardly tap the imaginative power of Iiterary works; in fact they reduce them to
the level of textbooks where the recail of facts is given precedence over students’ growing ability to
interpret. Some published tests go so far as to ask true or faise questions like: Huckleberry Finn is
a.good boy, or Hamlet is mad. The only reasonable response to either question is "Yes, it is both
true ard false." As a result of being bombarded by such tests, students find that they do not have
to read the selection; they can turn to piot summaries or simplified study guides.

Cur team found existing tests focus their attention on text comprehension at a relatively iow
level of understanding. They do so without a ciear differentiation between reading a iiterary selection
and reading a non-literary one; any text is viewed as having a content that can be easliy
summarized Into a singie main idea, point, gist, or theme.

Is this the way we want our children to see literature? Literature is a complex and artistic use
of words to stimulate readers’ imaginations. Reading and studying literature should make readers
aware of the beauty and power of the language as weli as of the richness of the cultural heritage
from ali parts of the world. Literature has the abliity to take readers out of their world and into other

worlds, to make them laugh or cry, to chailenge their beliefs, to make them wonder.

Is Huck Finn a good boy? Whose standards are we to use? Those of his society or those of
the au'nor? Is Hamiet mad? What is madness and what is acting? Can a mad person make such
clever remarks or be so deliberate in his actions? These are questions to expiore, to ponder, to
chailenge us. Literature and its teaching should offer our students intellectual challenges such as
how they should interpret and evaluate words and language and poems. Literature and Its teaching

should bring our students pieasure of the emotion and of the mind. Literature and its teaching
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should open our students to the beauty of words and expression and Ideas. But how do they view
it?

How Students See Literature Learning. One of the most useful sources of information on the
topic of what constitutes school achievement can come from the subjects of instruction, the
students themselves. These people are expert in being students and knowing the rules of the
game of school. To tap their perceptions, the Center carried out another study (Purves, Li, McCann,
& Renken, 1991), using an instrument paraliel to one already perfected in the analysis of written
composition instruction (Takala, 1983). In that study students were asked to give advice on how to
do well in school composition. The results showed clearly that students focussed upon issues of
format, spelling, granimar, and other surface features rather than on content and organization. The
implications for instruction appeared clear; teachers were signalling with their red pencils their real
concerns, which were at variance with their professed concerns.

To study students’ views of literature learning, we asked secondary school students to write

on the following topic:

Write a letter of advice to someone two
years younger than yourself who has asked
you to explain how to do well In literature
classes In your school. Write a friendly letter
and include in it five specific pleces of advice.

The resulits indicate that the largest proportion of the advice to prospective literature students
dealt with strategies and tactics which tend not to be part of the announced curriculum. A large
proportion of responses deait with classroom strategles, particularly test-taking strategles. The

students' responses mentioned such strategies as where to sit or whether to be called on or to
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volunteer. Much of the advice in this category referred to strateglies with regard to homework (you
should get it In on time), and test-taking (it's better to have English second period so you can get
the questlons from the first period students). All of this advice is eminently practical, aithough
distant from the teachers' professed concerns.

A relatively large proportion of the advice students gave dealt with reading, but concentrated
on such procedures as reading on an empty stomach, how to sit while reading, or where to read.
Another segment of advice about reading deait with whether or not to skim first, whether to
underline or take notes. Stiil another category of advice deait with anclilary aids. Some of the
writers advised caliing a friend who had read the book, talking to one's parents, or, most frequently,
using Cliff's Notes.

Another fairly frequent type of advice deait with general attitudes towards school and reading.
Students were urged to treat school serlously, to become involved In their work, and to take
literature serlously.

By contrast relatively few responses deait with specific literary matters or with mental activities
while reading. And by and large few dealt with writing about what was read. The results
complement the findings of the study of tests. It would appear that successful work In school
literature is seen as part of a "game" of reading to take tests, which are seen as comprehension
tests. Students do not read for enjoyment, for enlargement of one’s understanding, for a desire to
appreclate the classics. Literature in schools appears to be a serious business clearly reiated to
grades and achievement, and little related to the lofty aims which literature and literature education
set for themselves.

There were differences among the schools in the study, but, more importantly, there were
clear differences among the basic, average, and honors tracks. The most striking difference was the
comparatively infrequent mention of writing by the basic trazk studunts. Students in honors and
advanced placement classes mentioned writing most often and in the greatest variety. They aiso

mentioned a focus on the literary aspects of reading. it would appear that reading literature as
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literature and writing about iiterature are most clearly the road to success for the students In the
higher track. The low road to success focuses on the physicai aspects of reading and managing
oneseif in the classroom.

Teachers’ Views of Student Achievement. A related set of studies (Johnston, Affierbach, &
Weiss, 1980) examined the ways in which ciassroom teachers viewed tests and students; the resuits
showed that in low-achieving ciassrooms, teachers saw their students only through the lens of test
scores, but In more affluent and higher achieving classrooms, such tests piayed a minor roie.
Teachers there viewed their students in terms of the books they read and used much more
anecdotai and observational information. They also tended to know much more about individuals.
Whether these differences resuited from the tests administered in the schoois or from other factors
was not determined, but we may conclude that for the lower performing classrooms, a change in
the assessment procedures might weli enhance a change in perception. Such a change might aiso
affect the ways in which students view literature and its teaching and learning.

By and large the tests that now exist in the United States deny the power of iiterature to
capture the Imagination. They treat literary texts as if they were no different from articies in
encyclopedias or research reports. These tests are ubiquitous, pervasive, and powerfui, cailing the
curricular tune of the reai world of the schools. This being so, it would seem difficult for teachers

and their students to see iiterature as anything but dead and lifeiess.

Reconstructing Assessment: Alternative Views of Literature
Learning

How might we better enable schoois and students take a more active roie in the iearning of
literature? | think we can do so through reconstructing our tests. To do so, we need to consider two
issues: what do we mean by learning in iiterature and what is the nature of difficuity in literature
learning? Through such a rational process, we can begin to say what sorts of things wouid best
constitute evidence that students have grown and deveioped in the ways that literature teachers see

as most valuable and important.
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The Center staff undertook a review of the various statements about the goals and aims of
literature teaching (Purves, Li, & Shirk, 1990), and the results showed that there were three
complementary or competing views of the domain: that literature Is an adjunct of the language arts,
that it comprises a distinct body of knowledge, and that It is an aspect of aesthetic perception. Thus
literature Is seen alterniatively as a stimuius for reading and writing, as an aspect of the humanities,
and as one of the arts.

School iiterature has often been fitted--rather uncomfortably--into “the language arts,” which
are defined as reading, writing, speaking and listening. Since literature involves texts that people
read or write, and since when students read literature they often write about what they have read,
literature is often seen as simply a subset of reading and writing, with an occasional nod to
speaking and listening. Literature fits into the program as something pleasant to read and perhaps
as something Interesting to write about. This view seems to prevall in the basal reading approach
to eiementary schoois (see Waimsiey, 1989), and it carries on into the secondary school curriculum.
Literature is a content to promote skilis In reading and writing or to promote individual growth,
depending upon the Ideology attached to the language arts. in the current worid ¢ tests, literature
is usuaily a vehicie for testing reading comprehension or for measures of writing skill or proficiency.

A second perspective shows iiterature as a school subject with its own body of knowiedge.
This knowledge consists primarily of literary texts, perhaps specified by genre, date, theme, author,
and other classifications. Which particular texts are studied is determined In part by experts, in part
by those who purvey textbooks, and in part by teachers and curriculum planners. There are three
other broad areas of iiterature content: 1.historical and background information concerning au‘hors,
texts, and the times In which they were written or that form their subject matter; 2. information
concerning critical terminology, critical strategies, and literary theory; and 3. information of a broad
cultural nature such as that emerging from folkiore and mythology which forms a necessary stanting
point for the reading of many iiterary texts. This perspective on the domain has been criticized as

focusing too much on things external to the text; at the same time many have argued that such
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knowledge is cruclal to the acts of reading and writing. In the world of testing, there are a few
current commerciai tests that concentrate on this sort of knowledge (usually at the college level), it
also formed the basis of the 1987 National Assessment of cultural knowledge (Finn & Ravitch, 1987;
Applebee, Langer, & Mullis, 1987).

There Is yet another group, a growing and vocal minority that sees the domain of literature
learning as the development of a different kind of reading from that used with other texts (see
Langer, 1988, for example). This kind of reading is calied "aesthetic” and Is opposed to the reading
that one does with informational texts. Recent iiterary theory has come to view literature iess In
terms of the writer and more in terms of the reader, for it appears to b2 the reader, particularly the
informed and trained reader, who defines a text as literary and reads it not for the information but
for the experience of the nuances of the text itself. Such a definition foliows from the strand of
thinking that developed from I. A. Richards' Practical Criticism (1929), where the idea that the reader
heiped form the meaning of the text was given cogent voice. The position is best summarized by
Louise Rosenbiatt in The Reader, The Text. The Poem (1977) where she argues that literary texts are
grounded in the real world of writers who may Intend them to be seen poetically or not. Once
written, texts become allve only when they are read, and they become literary when readers choose
to read them as aesthetic objects rather than as documents. These readers bring a great deal of
background knowledge concerning the substance, structure, and style of texts in order to ascertain
the meaning and significance of the text. The meaning is that which can be verified by other readers
of the text and by recourse to the historical grounding of the text, if such is avallable. The
significance Is personal or perhaps communal.

Thus a major function of literature education Is the development of what one might call
preferences or habits of mind In reading and writing. One must learn to read aesthetically and to
switch lenses when one moves from social studies to poetry. in addition, literature education is
supposed to develop something cailed "taste" or the love of "good literature,” so that literature

education goes beyond reading and writing In the Incuication of specific sets of preferred habits of
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reading and writing about that particular body of texts which is called literature.

A Synthetic View of the Domain of Literature Learning. Many see these views of the teaching
of literature to be in confiict, but for many teachers they can be held in balance. Rather than being
forced to choose among the three views, | would argue that the domain of school literature can be
divided into three interrelated aspects: knowledge, practice, and habit. The interrelationships are
complex in that one uses knowledge in the various acts that constitute the practice and habits, and
that the practices and habits can have their Infiuence on knowledge. At the same time one can
separate them for the purposes of curriculum planning and, as we shall see, testing. | wouid

schematize the three sub-domains as indicated in Figure 1.

Figure 1
SCHOOL LITERATURE
KNOWLEDGE PRACTICE PREFERRED
HABITS
e
TEXTUAL BXTRA- Responding Articulating Aecsthetic Choice —]
Habits
Specific Text History Decoding Retelling Evaluating Reading
Cultural Author Envisioning Criticizing Selecting Criticizing

Allusion single works

Genres Analyzing Valuing

Styles Personalizing Generalizing
across works

Critical Interpreting l

Terms

Cultural knowledge can be contained In texts like myths and folk tales or it can exist

outside of texts. "Responding" covers reading, watching, listening. it includes decoding or
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making out the plaln sense of the text or film, envisioning or coming to some whole Impression
and recreatlon of what Is read, and the more detailed aspects of analyzing, personalizing, and
Irterpreting. Often people envision without analyzing or interpreting.

"Articulating" also covers a wide variety of ways by which students let people know what
their response Is. This is the key to the curriculum In many ways. It is not just reading In a
closet but bringing an envisionment of what Is read out Into the open. Like any school subject,
literature Involves public acts In which the student must articulate procedures and strategles as
well as concluslons more than she might need to outside of school. Proofs are not necessary in
mathematical applications outside of school; essays about one's reading of a text are not
requ.red after reading every library book.

In order to preserve the aesthetic nature of the text, and treat a work of literature like
Moby Dick as a novel and not as a treatise on whales, the curriculum should seek to inculcate
a set of habits. If literary works are not read and talked about as other kinds of texts are read
but are to be read differently, students must learn how to perform this kind of reading and they
must be encouraged to read this way voluntarily. The curriculum then must seek to promote
habits of mind In reading and writing. One of these habits Is to make aestheti judgments about
the various texts read and to justify these judgments publicly. Personal preference Is not
sufficlent to the curriculum; one must learn to be a critic in the sense of a judge. In some cases
it Is desirable that specific criteria be used, usuaily formal or thematic criteria rather than
personal ones. In developing and articulating these criteria, students are to be encouraged to
recognize that others might be equally valid.

Since literature education Is supposed to develop something called “taste® or the love of
“‘good literature,” the currlculum looks beyond reading and writing to the formation of speciiic
sets of preferences and habits of reading and writing. It may Include the development of a
tolerance for the variety of literature, of a willingness to acknowledge that many different kinds

and styles of work can be thought of as literature, and an acceptance that just because we do
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not like a certain poem, does not mean that it Is not good. The development of such habits of
mind should lead students to the acceptance of cultural diversity in literature, and, by,
extension, In society.

The curriculum can also lead students to developing taste based on an awareness of the
meretriclous or the shoddy use of sentiment or language. Experlenced readers of literature can
see that they are being tricked by a book or a film even when the trickery is going on--and they
can enjoy the experlence. Like advertising and propaganda, literature manipulates the reader or
vlewer. The conscious student can be aware of such manipulation and value the craft at the
same time as discerning the motives that lie behind It.

These habits and preferences are cuiture specific. A dramatic example of the clash of
cultural values has occurred over Salman Rushdie's Satanic Verses. It is clear that the literary
and aesthetic habits of mind in most of the West are not shared by some in the Islamic world. It
Is also clear that many writers such as Wole Soyinka were themselves torn when they defended
Rushdie on Western terms only to find themselves the targets of a group viewing literature in
other terms. This issue writ large in a global scene also divides the citizens of the United States,
as the many censorship cases that have arisen In this country have attested.

To those who would argue that | am setting forth a view of the curricuium that Is not
covered In their syllabus or philosophy, | would argue that however they view their literature
program, what they teach and how they teach it will impact--positively or negatively--on
students' knowledge or ignorance, their performance as readars and writers and their habits
and preferences. It is better to be conucious of the interaction of these three than to ignore any
of them. You cannot have one without the other two.

Putting the pleces of the domain together rationally would suggiest that if teachers want
to measure their students' learning they will have to attend not only to issues of comprehension
and writing about literary texts, but also to knowledge and to attitudes and judgments. This

means asking students what they think and feel about what they have read and also asking
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them whether they know somisthing about literature as an art. Asking these questions might well
alert students to our strong belief in the power of literature to move the mind and to affect our
lives. We might also ask them how they vaiue literature and the ideais concerning literature
which the society professes to hold under the First Amendment. When we ask these questions
as well as more "cognitive* ones, we find that we can better see the effects of our teaching. One
study (Ho, 1988) has shown that there is little difference in the “cognitive” outcome of a
traditional critical program and a response-centered one; the difference lies in the positive effect
the latter has on habits, attitudes, and bellefs.

How Can We Talk about Difficulty and Growth? Having estabiished something of the
nature of the domain of literature learning, we must confront a second question. What do we
know about growth and development? In the knowledge segment of the domalin it is easy to talk
about knowing more names and facts as being "better" than knowing fewer. The problem is we
don't Fave a clear consensus on the body of important bits of information. Many would argue
that the advocates of cultural literacy have too narrow a conception of the necessary
knowledge. That issue would form the topic of a whole volume.

We seem to have greater consensus as to what constitutes growth in habits and
preferences. Our values about literature are fairly widely heid within the profession, even if they
are not shared by many of those outside of it. We prefer our students reading classics to trash,
we don't want them to be book-burners, we want them to be tolerant of the opinions of others,
and we want them to be consumers of the literary culture if not creators of it.

The Question of Difficulty. That leaves the area of practice. How do we want our
students to grow and expand? One answer is that we want ther to be abie to read increasingly
difficult works with understanding. But just what does t.iat innocent sentence mean? At the
Literature Center, we asked a group of experts to help delimit the notion of difficulty in literature
(Purves, 1991). Some were critics, some were linguists, some were classroom researchers. One

result o: this work is the determination that there are few objective criteria by which we can say

7

§6



that Heart of Darkness Is more difficult than The Pearl. This situation arlses because we want
students not only to read the text but to articulate their understanding of it. The reading and the
articulation work hand-in-hand. The consensus of our experts, | would maintain, was that the
standards for learning In literature are those of the community into which a given Individual |Is
entering. The community has determined that th- ‘avel of discourse about Conrad's novel
should be qualitatively different from that about Steinbeck's.

it is not simply enough for a high school senior to read a poem like “Nikkl-Roosa" by
Nikki Glovanni and say, "Gee, | like it* (although that might be all right for a seventh grader). The
senior should be able to say something about the theme and its relation to the Black experience
and about the structure and use of language. In an honors class, that senior might be expected
to say something about the switch in point-of-view and whether it Is a real or apparent switch. in
college, as an English major, the student might be expected to add something about the
historical contaxt of the poem.

Glven this Idea of differing expectations, we conclude that the nature of difficuity Is
resolved as being a combination of the complexity and detail of 1) the requisite knowledge to be
a member of the community, 2) the use of that knowledge In responding and articulating, and 3)
the use of that knowledge In the making of appropriate aesthetic judgments and distinctions
between personal and communal standards in the exercise of preferences and habitual
bshaviors with respect to texts. Such a definition also allows for works to be difficult not based
on some intringic characteristics, but In terms of their community. Shakespeare may be harder
or easler depending upon the nature of the community and Iits standards concerning knowledge,
practice, and preferred habits and upon the intellectual distance an individual must travel to
enter that community.

This view suggests the importance of literature learning as related to the idea of
community. The literature curriculum appears to have the function of bringing the Individual into

the community. That Is to say it provides the student with the requisite knowladge of the
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communal canon as well as with the ways of reading that preserve the appropriate view of the
functions of texts in the community. Another kind of learning that might eventuate from the
study of literature would be the acquisition of a communal set of values concerning literature
and perhaps arising from the content of the literature read. This has long been he thought of
those who create literature programs In the schools as well as those who write. Shelley claimed
poets were the unacknowledged legislators of mankind. Emerson sought to create an American
literature that wouid solidify American vaiues. The community has decided what is iiterature and
what literature should be for the reader. The students learn to acquiesce and accept these
values as they become ioyal to the community.

The difficuity of a text (D), then, varies with the amount of knowledge (K) presumed by
the community sufficient for an individual to demonstrate an adequate (A) and appropriate (A')
articulation of a response to that text:

D=K (A+A")

Thus no text Is easy or difficuit outside of the norms and standards of the community
that determines 1) what Is necessary and sufficient knowledge; 2) whai is an adequately framed

discussion of that text or generalization about the text within a larger discussion of literature;
and 3) what Is an appropriate aesthetic

disposition towards the text.
R
‘?owards A Domain-Referenced Assessment of Literature Learning )

in order to make a comprehensive assessment of literature learning, then, a ciassroom
testing program needs to cover the whole of the domain--or at least sampie from it. There
should be some measure of the knowledge that teachers expect the students to have acquired.
This means that teachers must decide what Is the important knowiedge. is it names and dates?
Is it themes, movements, and ideas? Is it critical terms and critical procedures?

The teacher must also set the terms for defining the difficuity of the texts they ask
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students to read and write about. is the difficuity to be one of the obscurity of the text or its
remoteness from the lives of the students? Is it to be In terms of the subtiety of the emotions or
the complexity of the metaphors? On another level is the difficuity to be in what the student is to
say about the text? Certalnly it Is hard to read an unfamiliar text and Immediately answer some
brief questions about it; how much harder is the task when the student Is asked to compose a
formal essay judged on content, organization, and style? Should a teacher ask students what
general principies about literature they have derived?

The teacher must aiso determine what attitudes, interests and habits to measure. Should
one ask about the students' taste? or the premises underlying that taste? Should the teacher
find out if the students have become more intense readers making deeper connections with their
reading? Should the students be measured for their interests in reading and viewing, for their
baliefs about the role of literature in society? All of these are questions that need to be asked In
framing a comprehensive assessment program for literature iearning.

Specifications for a Pilot Test. The Center has been conducting a series of pliot tests of
this model of assessment to come up with a program that might be used by a school--or a state
for that mati. ‘Purves, Li, & Shirk, 1990; Li, Purves, & Shirk, 1891). The principle behind the
testing Is that knowledge, practice, and preferunce are related but not highly interrelated
aspects of the construct of iiterature iearning. A comprehensive measure of student
performance, therefore, should address each of the three areas. From the piiot tests we found
that within the knowledge 'omain, textual knowledge and knowledge of critical terms are
distinct, particularly in their relationship to the practice of reading and responding. Within the
domain of practice, more than one passage is needed to get some estimate of a siudent's
performance across text-types. it seems to make little difference whether one uses open-ended
or multiple-choice questions, but one can argue on other grounds that open-ended questions
probably present somewhat more of a chalienge to students than multiple-choice questions

(Hansson, 1980), and would therefore be a more exacting measure of the abiiity to read and

74

o
~ -~
-



shape a response to what is read.

it Is aiso clear that an extended response is also desirabie, but the phrasing of the
question might be such as to aliow the siudent some preparation for the setting forth of a fully
articulated composition. A stark question is less desirabie than a question that builds upon
another sort of task, one that gets the student to consider the text in question (Hansson, 1990).
A combination of muitiple-choice and essay or scale and essay might be the optimum
measures.

in the reaim of preference, it wouid appear important to separate determining the
student's criteria for judging a text from the actuai judgment. It woulid aiso appear to be
important to get a depiction of generai attitudes towards literature inciuding censorship, since
these ciearly appear to .« related to cognitive performance (whether in an antecedent or
consequent role remains unciear).

From these conciusions we derived a set of specifications for an assessment of student
learning in iiterature that wouid inciude the foliowing: @

1. Measures of background knowiedge, terminology and cuitural information; these may
inciude matching and supplying or generating items.

2. Measures of the ability to read and to articulate a written response to at least two
texts that differ in genre, the measures to inciude both suppiying and constructing items,
with the latter taking the form of extended discourse.

3. Measures of preference inciuding aesthetic judgment of specific texts and generali
habits and bellefs concerning iiterature and its piace in the world.

Such an assessment provides a more comprehensive picture of student iearning and aiso of
program effectiveness than would a measure of any one taken alone. A recent study showed
that a compiex measure served best to validate a model of instruction. if the intention of the
instruction is to make classroom expioration of iiterature more open and to use more "real" and
thought-provoking questioning than normai instruction, its vaiidation must inciude measures of
both practice and preference (Ho, 1988).

Field Studies of the Test Program. In the most recent phase of the work of the Center,
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we gave a comprehensive test to nearly a thousand students In New York, Californla, and
Wisconsin (LI, Purves, & Shirk, 1991). This exercise In creating a domaln-referenced evaluation
of literature learning at the seconcary school level brought with it some conclusions both about
testing and about literature learning. Concerning the domain of literature, the test resuits
indicated that the three sub-domains of knowledge, practice, and habits or preferences are
distinct yet related. They do tend to interpenetrate each other to so}ne extent. The domain
construction appears to be empirically validated. Knowledge affects practice but Is not a
substitute for It; the same can be said for interests and qualities of reading. Within the fleld of
practice, there seems to be a distinction between demonstrating one's understanding of a text
and articulating a sustained response to a text. Reading and writing indeed are related, but they
are not equivalent.

From this theoretical perspective we might postulate some characteristics of the good
literature student, at least In the United States. Glving the test can help find out whether such a
student exists. A good literature student Is clever, articulate, knowledgeable, and committed to
literature and the literary experience. Such a student can read a text and answer specific
questions concerning Its content, structure, and form; such a student can write an extended
response to a text, such a student knows something of the cultural matrix of literature and of the
nature of the language used In discussing literature. And such a student Is a reader who
becomes involved In th~ text, who likes to read, and who respects literature enough to be chary
of the censor's red pen.

When we examined the results of our testing, we found that few such students existed in
the sample we tested. The students in our sample are more compiex than this composite.
Students who can answer the critical questions may not be the best writers of extended prose,
nor can they write as well uniess helped with some mediated response. These same “good
readers" do possess background knowledge but they are not necessarily readers who get

deeply involved In what they read nor are they particularly interested in reading literature. The
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"totai" literature student is a fiction rather than a reality. The students can comparimentalize
themselves. This inference is supported by the comment from several of the students that they
thought it inappropriate to ask for thelr beliefs and opinions in a test. To ask for cognitive
performance is all right, they said, but not to ask what they think. Such an opinion is shaped by

their perceptions of appropriate testing and, by extension, appropriate teaching.

A Conclusion and a Beginning

The tests that we have devised are imperfect measures as all tests are. The measures
may be seen as Iinconsistent In that they ask the students at one point to match the examiner's
understanding of the text and at others to encourage an openness of response possibilities. This
inconsistency can be construed as a vice or a virtue, of course, but we would argue that it is an
inconsistency within the curricuium that presently exists (Appiebee, 1890). The students’
comments suggest that they perceive that inconsistency.

In their totality these measures or a package of measures similar to it can help enable a
school, a district, or a state to get some picture of what student achievement in iiterature looks
like. Resuits from such an assessment package heip form a portrait of the typical product of our
schools. Although they could be used for student evaluation, we believe that their best use is to
evaluate prograrms, to show the relationships between the intended literature curriculum and the

achieved curriculum in a given school or ciassroom.
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Chapter 6
Rethinking Literatuve Instruction

Judith A. Langer

The need to reexamine the role of iterature In the educational experience of younq people is
particularly acute at this time, when the nation as a whole Is attempting to redefine its eaucational
. goals and objectives. Although the various reform movements have had many dimensions, one
central theme has been the need to develop students’ thinking abilities-- the complex ways of
approaching issues that underlie disciplined and reasoned thought. However, too often educators
have turned to generic problem solving approaches as the focus of reform, with identified “critical
thinking" strategies applied in similar ways across the different academic subjects (see for example
Swartz & Perkins, 1990).

In this chapter, | use the results of my Literature Center studies to propose a series of ways
to think about literature and its teaching that will help us move beyond such notions, making
distinctions among meaning-making strategies based upon the different purposes for which people
read-- in this case when people read to engage In a literary experience or to gain information. My
argument has three parts: 1) That literature is Indeed a distinct way of knowing, with its own special
orientation toward meaning; 2) That processes of understanding literature have distinct patterns that
provide a way to think about the kinds of questions we ask and the support we provide; and, 3)

That by modifying our approaches to Instruction in particular ways, we can more effectively support
the teaching and learning cf literature.

For the past few years In my work at the Literature Center, | have been developing an
underlying theory for the teaching of literature. As part of this work, | have been studying the nature
of literary understanding and the ways in which it differs from approaches to understanding other

coursework (see Langer 1989; 1980a), and have been using this information as a way to rethink
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literature instruction (see Langer 1990b,; 1991; Roberts & Langer, 1991). Here, | wlll discuss
literature and the process of literary understanding, and then the Implications for instruction. | will
elaborate my discussion with examples from my multi-year coliaborative project invoiving 15

teachers from a varlety of city and suburban schools (Langer, 1991).

What is Literary About Literature?

When contemplating educational reform, It Is Important that we think broadly, consldering
the unique contribution that English language arts instruction can make to students’ intellectual
development. Across the years, scholars have made distinctlons between literary and scientific
ways of thinking, suggesting that together they form the muitiple sources of reason people draw
upon when constructing meaning. In this tradition, Suzanne Langer (1867) speaks of subjective and
objective realities, Louise Rosenblatt (1978) speaks of aesthetic and efferent readings, James Britton
(1070) speaks of spectator and participant roles, and Jerome Bruner (1986) speaks of narratlve and
paradigmatic thought. Aithough developed for different purposes. each set of distinctions focuses
on qualitative differences between experiences that have iiterary and informative purposes. Each
concelves of two kinds of approaches to reasoning that are avaliabie within the human
consclousness: on the one hand & situation where the language-user engages in a lived-through
experience, and on the other hand a situation where the languzye-user holds meaning apart in
quest of a more rat’onal or iogical understanding. One is more subjective, focusing inward on
personal meanings, the other more objective, focusing outside of the individual's personal life-world.
Each of these commentators views subjective experlence (such as that Involved in literary
meaning-making) as a natural and necessary part of the weil-developed Intellect-- different from, but

as valued as, objective experience.

Aithough the development of logical thought has tended to be the primary focus in scheol
coursework, there is growing evidence that the processes involved In understanding literature are

also productive and Important In dealing with problems of everyday life and work. For example, a



growing body of studies Indicates that doctors, physicians, lawyers, and computer repalrers use
both modes of thought to solve problems (e.g., Dworkin, 1983; Eistein, Shuiman, & Spraika, 1978;
Orr, 1987a,b; Putnam, 1978). This work describes ways in which professionals who usually take a
“logical” approach to problem soiving productively turn to storyteliing to help them work through
difficult problems and develop possible solutions. However, while such work Indicates the
importance of storytelling as a means of problem-solving, the process of "storytelling” as a way of
thinking has been largely unexplored, and the connection between such thinking and the goals and

processes of literature Instruction needs to be made more explicit.

Orientations toward understanding.

One body of Literature Center work (see Langer 1989, 1990a) heips explain some basic
distinctions between readers' approaches toward meaning when they are reading in order to
engage In a literary experience in contrast to when they are reading in order to gain Information.
Aithough both purposes can interplay during any one reading experience [e.g., living through the
characters’ experlences in a novel, yet learning about particular events in the Civil War] each
reading tends to have a primary purpose [in this case to engage In a literary experlence] with other
goals being secondary. It Is this primary purpose that guldes readers' overall approaches to
meaning-making, moving th-em toward one or another of two distinctly different orientations. Iin
both cases the meanings they develop are guided by their sense ot the whole-- a sense of what the
piece Is all about. However, It Is also this sense of the overall whole that differs when reading for
literary and informational purposes, causing readers to orient themselves in different ways because
their expectations about the kinds of meanings to be derived when reading for one or the other
purpose are different.

When readers engage in a literary experience, their orientations can be characterized as

reaching toward a horizon of possibilities; they make sense of new parts of the text In terms of their

sense of the whole, but they also use the naw text to reconsider that whole as well. A literary
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orientation Is one of exploration-- where uncertainty is a normal part of response and new-found
understandings provoke still other possibilities. Readers contemplate feelings, intentions and
Implications, using their knowledge of human possibility to go beyond the meanings Imparted in the
text and fill out their understandings. in this way, readers explore possibilities on two levels: In
terms of their momentary understandings, and in terms of their changing sense of the unfolding
whole.

In contrast, when the purpose of reading is primarily to gain Information (as is generally the
case when reading expository prose, for example), readers’ orientation can be characterized as
malintaining a point of reference. ~rom early on readers attempt to establish a sense of what the
topic is or the slant the author is taking toward it. Once done, this sense of the whole-- where the
piece is going-- becomes a relatively steady reference point. Uniike the frequent reconsiderations of
the possibliities of the whole that readers engage in during a literary reading, when reading for
information, readers attempt to build upon, clarify, or modify their momentary understandings but
rarely change their overall sense of the topic or point; their sense of the whole changes only when
a substantlal amount of countervailing information leads them to rethink their general sense of what

the piece is about.

These notions provide us with ways to conceptualize the process of meaning development

during the literary experience, and to recognize how it differs from the process of understanding

when reading for other purposes. They also can help us rethink the role literature instruction might
play in students’ intellectual development: students need to learn to use literary approaches to
create "poems"” in Rosenblatt's (1978) sense, as well as to learn the approaches needed to gain
information. As Bruner (1986) argues, we need to call on the strengths of both modes in academic
study and In everyday life. The development of students’ abilities to engage in literary
understanding Is a unique contribution that literature education can make.

However, we have ample evidence that across the United States, literature is too often
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taught and tested in a non-literary manner. In a serles of studies of the questions asked in
antholoies as weil as on a range of tests, Brody, DeMilo, and Purves (1983) report that literature is
usually treated as content (a point of reference), with a particular right answer as the goal.
Similarly, studies of classroom discussion indicate that literature tends to be taught In an
informational manner (Applebee, 1989), as if there is a point to be gotten or a correct interpretation
the reader must move toward. Schooling rarely asks students to share their own understandings of
a text, nor does It help students learn to build richer ones through the exploration of possibilities.

Yet, the distinction between exglnrlng possibliities and maintaining a point of reference has
the potential to influence the ways 'ltKNhlch literature educatlon Is percelved at a policy level-- In
terms of its contribution to students’ general intellectual development, and also has implications for
Instruction. On the one hand it suggests that business cannot go on as usual, with reform efforts in
critical thinking treating literary instruction similarly to other coursework, and on the other it
suggests the need for some shifts in goals and apparatus generally associated with literature
instruction. For example, the kinds of questions asked of students will need to differ when reading
Is for literary as opposed o Informative purposes, focusing on the possibliities students conslider on
the vne hand and on the content they come away with on the other. The kinds of help given and
evaluations made will also need to differ, with teachers, instructional materials, and tests vaiidating
different approaches toward meaning-making based upon purpose, as opposed to the
unidimensional valuing of informational approaches that presently exists.

Thus, English educators-- teachers, policy makers, test developers, and publishers as well
as researchers and teacher trainers-- have a job to do. We need to develop a better way of thinking
about the process of literary understanding-- and a common language to talk about, support, value,

and teach It.

What Does it Mean to Understand Literature?

Such changes will need to be guided by a view of meaning development as an act of



sense-making rather than fact-finding. (While the act of locating information is a necessary and
often useful activity, the "search and lift out” behaviors needed to accompiish such tasks differ from
those used to make overall sense of a plece of text.) Sense-making reading experiences involve a
process of meaning-change, where understandlngs flex and grow over time. | use the word
envisionment (see Fillmore, 1981; Langer 1985, 1986, 1987b, 1989, 1930a,b) to refer to the
understanding a reader has about a text at a particular point in time; what the reader understands,
the questions that develop, as well as the hunches that arise about how the piece might unfold. A
reader's envisionment (ur text world) changes throughout the reading of a particular pisce-- it
changes because as reading continues some information is no longer seen as important, some is
added to the reader's consciousness, and some earlier interpretations are changed. What readers
come away with at the end of a reading is a final envisionment. This includes what they understand,
what they don't, and the questions they still have. Therefore, the final envisionment is also subject
to change, with further time and thought.

Although this constructivist view of reading has become fairly well accepted in the research
literature (see for example Goodman, 1970; Iser, 1978; Rumelhart, 1975; Spiro, Bruce, & Brewer,
1980; Suleiman & Crosman, 1980), its implications for instruction have barely been considered,
although they can have considerable impact on the questions we ask students as well as what is
considered "acceptable understanding.” if we believe that understanding changes as readers move
through a text, then we must also accept that what students come away with at the end of a reading
are not the bits of information that appeared in the text, but their final envisionments-- the
text-worlds they have constructed (see Langer 1986,1987a,b). If we wish to discuss students’
understandings of the text, we need to ask questions that tap these final envisionments; aithough

we don't want to end there, it is the most meaningful piace to begin.

How Do These Envisionments Develop?

During reading, there are a serles of stances or relationships the reader takes toward the
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text, each adding a somewhat different dimension to the reader’'s growing understanding of the
plece. (See Langer 1989, 1980a, for a discussion of the Literature Center studies on which these
descriptions of stances are based.) These stances are recursive rather than iinear (they have the
potential to recur at any point in the reading) and are a function of varying reader/text

relationships. They are:

* Being Qut and Stepping Into an Envisionment - In this stance, readers attempt to make

contacts with the world of the text by using prior knowledge, experiences, and surface features of
the text to identify essentlal elements (e.¢ . genre, content, structure, language) in order to begin to

construct an envisionment.

* Being In and Moving Through an Envisiopnment - In this stance, readers are immersed in
their understandings, using their previously-constructed envisionment, prior knowledge, and the text
itself to further their creation of meaning. As they read more, meaning-making moves along with the
text; readers are caught up In the narrative of a story or are carried along by the argument of an

informative text.

* Stepping Back and Rethinking What One Knows - In this stance, readers use their

envisionments of the text to reflect on their own previous knowledge or understandings. Rather
than prior knowledge informing their envisionments as in the other stances, in this case readers use

their envisionments of the text to rethink their prior knowledge.

* Stepping Qut and Objectifying the Experience - in this stance, readers distance

themselves from their envisionments, reflecting on and reacting to the content, to the text, or to the

reading experience itself.
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Over time, understanding grows from meanings readers derive from the various stances they
take along the way -- getting acquainted, using meaning to bulld meaning, associating and
refiecting, and distancing. Through these shifting relationships between seif and text, readers
structure their own understandings.

Thus, the notion of stances has the potential to help us understand where and what kind of
support to provide in helping students move through the procsss of coming to understand literature.
It suggests the kinds of instruction that will support readers in developing their understandings--
where instruction can focus on the reader's process of thinking through the content. In doing so it
also raises questions about the efficacy of some Instructional procedures widely used in Engiish
classes. For example, questions that focus on the concerns readers have as they move through the
stances use the students’ processes as the starting place in opening discussions, asking questions,
offering assistance, and making assignments. From this vantage point, comprehension cannot be
conceptualized as either literal or inferential, since these distinctions are text based and assume that
information presented at different points In the text combines without the visions of possibilities
engaged in by the reader. Such distinctions simply don't reflect real processes of reading and
understanding, where stances shift and hotizons evolve as envisionments build (Langer, 1985,

1987b).

The stances can also help us understand the particular difficulties that some readers face in
their reading. For example, poor readers often spend much more time in the "being out and
stepping into an envisionment" stance (see Langer, 1991; Purcell-Gates, in press). Aithough they
enter the other stances at least some of the time, their probiem seems to lie more with their ability
to deveiop a depth of understanding-- a sufficiently rich envisionment in any of the stances to
sustain and buiid upon it. Instead, unexpected events, unfamiliar formats, or new language can

cause them to lose their present envislonment, sending them back into the first stance, once again
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in search for an array of initial informaiion familiar enough to allow them to "step in" again.

Even good readers face similar problems when they are confronted with more difficult texts.
At any point where the language or ideas they are reading about are sufficiently discordant with
their envisionments, readers might return to a *being out and stepping in"“ stance in order to gather
enough basic knowledge to permit them to continue their move through the piece. In such cases,
either their envisionments are too sparse to offer clues, or they do not adequately search their
envisionments for clues.

Posing questions that ask students to share and discuss their envisionments can support
them through « difficult part of the piece yet stiil leave them room to continue to build envi-
sionments on their own. Asking questions that help students explore their envisionments, that guide
the students to explore possible meanings beyond those they already have considered within a
particuiar stance, has the potential to help them learn ways in which they can enrich their
envisionments on their own. Questions that focus primarily on stepping out and going beyond, the
kinds of questions that ask students to trace the plot line, analyze characters and events, or focus
on the language, organization, or literary elements in the plece (the kinds of questions often asked

in English classes), are likely to be helpful only later in the process.

What Might Such an Instructional Context Look Like?

For the past few years, | have been studying what these notions of envisionments, stances,
and orientations mean for the teaching of literature (see Langer 1987b; 1990a; 1991; Roberts &
Langer, 1991), identifying ways in which classrooms can become environments that encourage
students to arrive at their own understandings, explore possiblilities, and move beyond their initial
understandings toward more thoughtful interpretations. From this work, | have distiiled some

general principies of instruction that permeate classrooms that encourage students to think.
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Students as Thinkers.

Students are treated as thinkers, as If they can and do have interesting and cogent thoughts
about the pieces they read, and also have questions thgy would like to discuss. Teachers provide
students with ownership for the topics of discussion, making students’' understandings the central
focus of each class meeting.

The following are examples of questions teachers use to begin a lesson, indicating that they
are Interested In students’ responses rather than predetermined “right" interpretations.

T. How did you feel at the end of the story?
T. What was on your mind?

T. What did it mean to you?

T. Anything you want to talk about?

T. Caly, why don't you start us off.

Prompted In this way, these class discussions begin with the students’ envisionments, permitting
them to voice their Initial impressions, to raise questions, to introduce possibilities, to hear others,
and to think beyond.
After the lesson is underway, there are continuing invitations for students to think about and
contribute to the ongoing discussion. For example:
T. Would someone like to comment on that point?
T. O.K. Anybody want to add to what Sido...

T. ...And iris, you said?

Group work also provides students with opportunities to explore their understandings.
Sometimes these discussions focus on topics the teacher has set, but most often these work best
when students are encouraged to discuss their initial impressions, raise questions, review

predictions or responses they have written in their journals, or to raise an issue they think is
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interesting for the group to consider. Such discussions provide a forum for students to explore
their own Ideas, and to help each other move beyond their initial impressions. As one student put

it,

When we have our discussions, we learn a lot from each other. We
can really give each other ideas. ‘t's not just one person's ideas, it's

ail of them together.

Written assignments such as iogs, briefwrites, informal letters, and written conversations in
addition to more formal reviews, essays, and analytic papers aiso encourage students to refisct on,
state, defend, and rethink their responses. Students can be encouraged to keep literature journals
and aiso to use them on a regular basis during class discussions, small group meetings, and when
they write alone or with someone eise. Among other things, students can be asked to jot down any
questions they have; to make predictions about how they think characters feel, what might happen
next, or how the piece might turn out; to note thuir ideas about the piece up to that point in their
reading; to jot what they do or don't like or agree with, and why; or to make notes about anything
else they have read or seen that they were reminded of when reading this piece. They can aiso bz
encouraged to use their journals as discussion starters. For example, one middie grade remedial
reading teacher had her students reread a poem they had read as a homework assignment, and
then, jot down any ideas you have about the poem....and what it means to you." The students’
comments became the focus of discussion, beginning with the teacher's Initiai question, “So what

does it mean to you?*

i each case, the continual focus on students’ developing understandings-- expioring them,
talking about them, and refining them-- offers ways in which students are encouraged to realize that
acceptable behavior in this class involves thinking about the piece being read, focusing on

devsloping ideas, and sharing responses with classmates.
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Literature Reading as Question Generaling.

Teachers who support literary understanding assume that after completing a plece, readers
come away with questions as well as understandings, and that responding te literature involves the
raising of questions. Thus, teachers continually invite students' questions, in many contexts. For

example, they invite students’ questions at the very beginning of a new work:

T. Look at the title and the picture. Any questions come to mind?

They also use homework as an opportunity for students to become aware of their questions. For

example:

T. Read the next chapter. Come In with a question for us to discu.s.

They also Invite questions during class discussion. For example:

T. Is there anything more you'd like to talk about regarding these chapters?

T. Do you have any questions about what Is so great about Gatsby....| know Brig isn’t
the only one that has that question.

T. Do you have any problems with what's happening?

T. Any questions?

In more tradltional classrooms, having questlons signifies that a student doesn't know (the
“right* answer) and therefore question-asking is often avolded by students. However, in the
contexts of classrooms that support literary understanding, it is considered a desirable behavior,
indicating that students who are pondering uncertainties and ambiguitles and explore posslbilities

are behaving as good readers of literature.




Student Knowledge Taps.
in lessons where students ure involved In literary thinking, teachers' questions tap students’

knowledge, not the teacher's expected response. Such questions are concerned with what the
student understands or is concerned about. Student knowledge taps are questions that have no
right answers and prompt extended language and thought. Examples follow:

T. What do you think is happening to his life?

T. Ron, how is she more mature?

T. What are you making of the book so far?

T. Could you continue just a littie bit more? Can

anyone add to this, expand on this?

Class Meetings as Time to Develop Understandings.

When students engage In literary thinking, the relationships they take towards the text
recapitulate the stances and orlentations toward meaning that characterlze the process of literary
understanding during reading. Thus, their recursive movements through the stances and
exploration of possibilities lead them to a final envisionment after reading that can then become the
starting place for exploring further understandings during the class discussion. The fcliowing

segment a few minutes into the class discussion lllustrates this:

Sheila: | didn't llke the ending either. Because It just seemed like towards the ending, |
mean, at the beginning of the book Lisa wasn't the only person with ideas. But towards
the ending, the kids seemed to be like really dumb. And they were just, “We need Lisa,
we can't survive without her." And | just, this Is like another topic, sort of, but it goes
into this, it all seems like that Isn't very realistic at all. | mean, | don't see how one

person can be smart and have all these ideas, and the rest of them be like frogs.
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T. So, you're very unhappy with the idea that there’s just one person who seems to be
able to pick up the leadership and go, and that's not, to use the word, realistic....Kent?
Kent: | disagree with her, her, her, and her. (Pointing)

T: What?

Kent: Because sha says everything wasn't so peachy dandy....

Charlene: What about all the other gangs, and the food?

Kent: The Chicago gang, who cares about them?

Chariene: What about the ather gangs In the city where they used to live? | mean,
Tom Logan wasn't the only gang.

T: One at a time.

Gep: After they demoiished Tom Logan’s gang, a lot of other gangs did not want to
mess with them.

Charlene: But what happens If the other gangs join up? You know that Is possible.

T. O.K. Let's go here with Betsy.

Betsy: | sort of agree with Sheila, because the end is like, unreai, okay? Unreal....

In this instance, a 7th grade class was discussing their reading of Girl Who Owned g City by O.T.
Nelson. Sheila makes a stance 4 (stepping out and objectifying the experience) statement, judging
the plece and explaining why. Kent makes a 4th stance response to something Charlene had said
earlier, and then shifts to a 4th stance focus on his view of **.e¢ ending. Charlene, assuming the 2nd
stance (being in and moving through an envisionment), reworks her understanding as she explains
it to Kent in her next two turns. Gep continues to work through Charlene’s contention that the
ending wasn't "peachy,” and Charlene adds miore for them to think about. Betsy, convinced for the
present of the unhappy ending Interpretation being developed by Sheila, C..arlene, and Gep, does
not rework the ideas as they have done, but objectifies the piece by stating her judgment of the

ending. Thus, In this section, the students have entered the 4th stance in making judgments about
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the piece, and have used the 2nd stance to explain and rethink their understandings that underlie
these judgments. In addition, the students almost always adopt a literary orientation as they reach
toward a horizon of possibilities. For example, Sheiia does this with the implicit question "Why did
the kids change from having Ideas at the beginning of the book to being dumb at the end?"
Charlene is explicit as she twice raises the problem of the other gangs, while Gep implicitly opens
exploration of the gang's relationship with other gangs. In this way, class discussion serves as a
time when the students Individuaily and collectively participate in reworking their interpretations,
ralsing questions, exploring possibilities, and getting deeper into the plece by moving in and out of

the four stances.

Instruction as Scaffolding the Process of Understanding.

The roies of the teacher and of the students, change dramaticaliy in such classrooms, taking
the form of a colilaborative interaction where the teacher encourages the students to work through
their understandings on their own, but also helps them in appropriate ways when this is necessary,
accelerating or reducing the complexity of the task i rysponse to what the students are trying to
accomplish. In such situations, teachers do not serve as the sole hoiders of knowledge, and
provide almost no evaluating or correcting during class discussion. Instead, they help the students

find more appropriate ways to think about and discuss what they read.

Scaffolding Ways to Discuss

Teachers help students iearn how to engage in a literary discussion by .etting them know what
Is appropriate to taik about in a literature discussion in their classes (e.g., about students’
understandings and questions as opposed to what they think the teacher thinks Is "right"). This is

done by:
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a. Tapping the Students' Understandings - Teachers Indicate that students' understandings are
the central concern of the discussion by asking questions that invite the students to express thelr
ideas and questions. For example, a middle school (urban) class read the poem "The Duel" by
Emily Dickenson together two times. Then their teacher asked them to read It once again to
themseives, and to take five minutes to write thelr responses In their literature journals. Then they
discussed their responses with a partner for about 7 minutes. After the pair were finished, they
turned their desks in toward the center of the room in a loose circle facing each other, with the
teacher seated In the circle as well. Then the discussion began:

T: Let's hear your thoughts. Taik to each other about what you have come up with.
Tish: | heard you (looking at Lenny) talking and | heard you had a question. What was
your question?

Lenny: | asked about, “| aimed my pebble, but myself" because | didn't understand it.

Lenny: No, Up at line 5, "but himself.”
Tish: He only fell.
Lenny: (asking Desmond) What have you got?

Desmond: The bully was losing the fight with....

b. Seeking Clarification - Teachers indicate that clarity of thought is important in class
discussions of literature by asking for clarification or restatements when the students' comments are

muddy. This can be done in a number of ways, for exampie:

T: Could you continue just a littie bit more, so | get your idea?
T: Brought out in the open. What is It that we see In the open?

T: Alright, now we have a different interpretation here. Are you saying, even though he
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- didn't do it he would have liked to have done it?
T: O.K., so you think it's made up in his mind?

T: Maybe you need to describe it for more people to understand.

¢. Inviting Participation - Teachers help students learn to “enter” and take their turn in a

literature discussion by showing them when and what to say. For example:

Michael, what do you think?
What do you think of what Rhonda said?

How do you think he’s trying to do that?

4 4 4 A

How does he do that, Silvie?

d. Orchestrating the Discussion - Teachers show students how to "converse®-- how to connect
ideas, how to agree, disagree, and extend the ideas being discussed by the group, and how to

signal this in conversation. Some examples are:

T: Mark, say it so everybody can hear it.

T: Let her finish.

T. But Rick's point is, listen to Rick's point. He's saying it doesn't matter.

T: Raquelle, do you agree with what Tony Is saying?

T: ...But | think If you listen to each other there are a lot of different ways to see what's

going on. So, we don't have to take the first answer and say that's it.
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Scaffolding Ways to Think

Teachers also help students learn how to think about the content. They do this by Indicating

alternative (and often more sophisticated) ways to think about the Ideas being discussed.

a. Focusing - Teachers help students narrow in on the particular concern they wish to discuss
instead of moving into a more general commentary that leaves the listener (or reader) uncertain
about the student's actual concern. One example of a teacher’s request for clarification during a

discussion of The Great Gatsby follows:

Harry: What's so great about Gatsby? That's what | want to know.

T: Do you have any guesses?...

Rhonda: ....Its like because he’s throwing all these parties and he's making himself so
popular, and its more or lgss so far. It's like he's the one who's making himself pretty.

Nobody has really, you know, said he's great because you, its just more or less him

nothing to write about (mumble). |I'm sure people admire that.
T: Are you saying that that's what may be great about him?

Rhonda: Waell, | don’t think there’s enough information on him....
b. Shaping - Teachers help students tighten their presentation, as in the following example:

T: Bob, you said something that was really interesting about Gatsby and trying, he Is
great because why again?

Bob: Because like he was In the war, he kept trying to get himself killed but it always
turned out he did something, you know, beneficial. And got rewarded for it.

T: You said something about his ego?

l throwing these great parties and doing all different kinds of things...All his money,




¢. Linking - Teachers aiso show their students how to use information from other parts of the
reading, the discussion, or related experiences to enrich their own developing interpretations or to
gain new Insights. In the following example, Cora’s teacher heips her pay attention tc what other

students have already said in the discussion:

Stella: Maybe he's thinking of something that happened to them In the past. | stiii think
he has a big ego, but maybe he feeis really nervous about being around Dalsy. Not just
any woman, just Dalsy.

T: What do you think of what Rhonda said?...

Stella: It still doesn't matter. If you have a big ego, it doesn't matter. He'll think well
that was before, now look at me now (mumbile), that was a long time ago. If he had
such a big ego, it wouidn't matter. It's like, he would just care about himself. For some

reason he cares about her very much and is really worried about what she thinks.

d. Upping the Ante - Teachers also heip students move beyond their aiready established ways
of approaching concerns by providing them with new and sometimes less obvious ways to think
about the ixsues. For example, after the class had explored many of their reasons for not liking the
end of the poem "Sing for My Father, Who Stressed the Bunt" because it seemed simplistic to them,
this teacher provided them with a new v~- 1ge point from which to consider this:

Ross: Waell, why he was on these teams and he didn't know about, he knew about
hunting, but he always wanted, like Brendan was saying, to be in the limelight. He
never like really spared his life to get out....He always wanted to be the one to go all
the way around.

T: ..Let me ask this question to see if it helps....Is there a passage of time?

Ross: ...Alright, there's different leagues, and you start off like....llke there's minors,

start with pee wees....It's different age groups.
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Brendan: Like six years he's probably talkin' about going from minors to majors.

In each of these cases, teachers provide students with new ways to talk about and think about the

literature they are reading for class, helping them become active participants in thoughtful literature

lessons.
Transfer of Control from Teacher to Student.

To help their students become Independent thinkers and learners teachers encourage them to
take on rcles for themselves that their teacher has previously assumed. In this way, students come
to understand and internalize the ways of talking about and thinking about literature that have
already been demonstrated for them. One remedial student who had provided a particuiarly
thoughtful analysis during a small group discusslon was asked by his teacher how he knew what
were the most important Issues to think about and discuss; he said, "I knew what you would ask
me [even though you weren't there]." Thus, in a Vygotskian sense, learning how to think and
reason about literature moved from the Interpsychological plane (the socially based interactions
where ways to think about literature were modeled by the teacher) to the intrapsychological plane
(where the individuals internalized the underlying rules their teachers had prevlously demonstrated
for them).

Further, small group discussions serve as an interim social environment, where students have
an opportunity to take over the teacher's role as they interact with each other. During these smail
group work sessions, they are encouraged to treat each other as thinkers, foilowing the patterns of
thought and Interaction that have been previously demonstrated by their teacher. During these
small group meetings the teacher often visits each group, taking the roie of participant observer --
asking pertinent questions and providing models of how to structure thought in ways the students
are not yet doing.

Thus, In response to instructional support the teacher provides in the whole class sesslons and

the support provided when they are trying to assume these behaviors on their own, students come
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to engage in authentic discussions about literature; they agree and disagree with each other,
challenge each other, and defend their views. In the following example of a student discussion, we
can see how they help focus, shape, and link wfmat others have said, as well as seek each others’
opinions and challenge each other to rethink.

S. | want to ask the others if they thought Lisa was city bound.

S. What about the rest of you. Would you do as she did?

S. I'm agreeing with those kids, but when things were going well...

S. Show me why you think so. Where did you get it from?

S. | disagree with her and her and her and him, but | agree with Tom because...

S. What about all the other gangs, and the food?

S. | felt that in the third part it was a littie different...

In general, then, when these principies characterize the Instructional environment, students are
supported to become soclalized to engage in the process of literary understanding, exploring,
rethinking, explaining, and defending their own understandings. The social structure of such
classrooms calis for (and expects) the thoughtful participation of all students, and provides them

with the environment in which they can see, learn, and practice these expected behaviors.

Conciusion

Here, | have discussed characteristics of literary understanding and characteristics of English
language arts classrooms that support such understanding. The three-part focus (on literature as a
distinct way of knowing with its own speclal orientation toward meaning; on the processes of
understanding literature and the patterns they take; and on general principles of instruction that
support the process of literary understanding) may prove useful as a framework for reflection and
change. While my comments suggest ways to rethink the teaching and learning of literature, they
do not propose a wholesadle abandonment of what Is aiready familiar. Changes aiready taking place

in classrooms across the country have been motivated by similar concerns; researchers and
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theorists have explored related issues; and the issues are as old as student-centered theory itself.
However, a unified way of conceptualizing the goals of literature education and its processes of
instruction still eludes us. By and large, the teaching of literature is "rudderless,” espousing a focus
on thinking and reasoning without a strong and stable conception of what this means in response to
literature and without the contextual anchor that can be provided by a clear understanding of the
relationships among the nature of literary understandings and the instructional contexts in which
such understandings develop. The work of the Literature Center has provided forceful arguments
for our need to rethink literature instruction as well as powerful suggestions for change. | hope that
taken together, they move us to rethink the goals as well as practices of literature instruction, to
focus on its unique role in students’ intellectual development, on Its central role in the development
of students’ critical and creative thinking abilities, and on the concomitant need for national as well
as districtwide attention and support for new directions in literature education.
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Chapter 7
Teacher Research
C. H. Knablauch
Lii Brannon

Introduction

in the simplest, indeed seif-evident, terms, teacher research is educational inquiry that is
carried out by teachers themseives rather than by educational researchers (typically from
universities) for whom that inquiry, in a certain form, is a central professional activity. Teacher
research looks in several directions for its goals and justifications. It shares with other forms of
educational inquiry a concern for producing knowledge about the practices of teaching and
learning--in this case a knowledge distinctively enhanced by the insiders’ understanding of the
classroom that teachers can provide. But it is also concerned with the special advantages that
accrue to teachers who engage In that inquiry themselves instead of remaining content with
traditional arrangements in which university scholars do research and pass its conciusions along to
teachers, with or without recommendations about practice. Goswami and Stiilman (1987) summarize
the advantages for teachers In their Preface: --"Their teaching is transformed in important ways: they
become theorlsts, articulating their intentions, testing their assumptions, and finding connections
with practice”; --"Thelir perceptions of themseives as writers and teachers are transformed. They step
up their use of resources; they form networks; and they become more active professionally”; --“They
become rich resources who can provide the profession with information it simply doesn't have. They
can observe closely, over iong periods of time. with special insights and knowiedge. Teachers know
their classrooms and students in ways that outsiders can't’; --“They become critical, responsive
readers and users of current reses' . “... and more authoritative in thelr assessment of curricula,
methods, and materlals"; --"They coliaborate with thelr students to answer questions important to

both, drawing on community resources In new and unexpected ways.... Working with teachers to
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answer real questions provides students with intrinsic motivation for talking, reading, and writing
and has the potential for helping them achieve mature language skliis."

Teacher research, then, aims to compose new knowledge of educational life from the
vantagepoints of its primary participants--teachers and students. it also aims to enfranchise teachers
as authentic makers of that knowledge In order to enhance the quality of their participation in
curricular planning, resource development, instructional change, and other areas of educational
administration to which they have legitimate and beneficial contributions to make. Not feast, it
intends to improve the quality of teaching and learning by engagirig teachers as well as students
more intensively, more self-consciously, in the processes of inquiry and reflection that enable
effective teaching and learning in the first place. The research texts that our project has developed
over the past three years (published and available through the Center) realize these aims in
conspicuous ways, adding to knowiedge of what actually happens today In classrooms devoted to
the study of literature and doing so from the insiders' parspective of teachers who engage In that
work daily themselves, teachers who know what tc [ook for and at, as well as how to evaluate what

they see.

The Projects

The teacher-research projects at the Literature Center were planned and implemented by a
group of high school English teachers from districts in and around Albany, New York, along with
university-based colleagues and collaborators who were members of the Literature Center facuity.
The teacher-researchers were all themselves experlenced professionals, regarded by colleagues,
supervisors, and principals as outstanding literature instructors in their own right. Each of them
undertook to observe an Iinstructional unit of another English teacher considered t\ be equally
accomplished in presenting literature to high school students. A unit was defined as the study of a
novel, a play, or a sequence of short storles or poems over a period of four to five days. The intent

was to compose detalled, evocative characterizations of what particular and well-regarded high
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school literature teachers actuaily do in their classrooms.

Each teacher-researcher chose a colleague whose experience and expertise were popularly
thought to be exceptional. The researcher conducted taped interviews with the "master teacher,” as
well as with his or her students, gathered lesson plans, study guidelines, and assignments related to
the Instructional units to be observed, and made videotapes of the classes involved. Each
researcher discussed and studied these materials with the teacher during the observation phase of
the project and with the other researchers In the analysis phase. Throughout the study, the
researchers also continually reviewed their evolving interpretations of materiais with project
coordinators. Finally, each wrote a narrative account of what she or he had seen an: what its
significance appeared to be, preparing the account through several drafts, until themes and details
emerged that seemed to the members of the project team and to the master teacher to provide an
authentic rendering of the classroom experience. Throughout the project, the university-based team
members served as organizers, facllitators, and reactors; however, the research itselt was carried

out by teachers, with teachers.

Goals and Methods

The question directing the research was this: How do the best high school English teachers
introduce, undertake, and guide the study of literature in their classrooms? Plainly, there are
nettlesome prior questions lurking here: What does "best” mean? What are the criteria for
excellence? Who gets to say so? What does "literature” entail? But the concern of the project was
to find out what teachers who are perceived to be successful actually do, the ways in which they do
it, and the explanations they may offer for their practices. The attitudes, bellefs, and assumptions
that might underlie perceptions of excellence were not the immediate concern, although the
portraits that finally emerged of good teachers in action certainly direct attention to what the normal
criteria of succassful literature instruction are thought to be at the present time. Nor was the

theoretically vexed question of what constitutes literature an immediate issue, though the texts that
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varlous teachers chose for their classrooms represent statements about what literature Is thought to
include In the context of high school curricula today.

The master teachers of the study were selected simply by appeal to local knowledge: The
researchers, ali veteran educators in the Albany area, asked themselves and others which local high
school English teachers had the most established reputations In literature Instruction according to
colleagues, supervisors, and students. There was no g priori critique of these public percaptions;
Instead, taken at face value, they were regarded as reliable indicators of the current, commonsense
understanding of what makes for quality of instruction. The literary text that formed the basis of
class work In each Instance was the cholice of the teacher or program Involved, reflecting, at least
as far as the project was concerned, the normal, current sense of appropriate reading materlai for a
particular grade In Albany-area communitles.

The research question was restricted to focus primarlly on how a successful teacher interacts
with students in the context of discussion of a literary work during class. Hence, less attention was
directed to actlvities such as reading aloud or iecturing on background Information, for Instance,
except insofar as they set up and conditioned opportunities for class discussion. Nor was much
attention pald to those portions of class time devoted to routine business matters, “visiting* before
and after class, or disciplinary and other regulatory actlons, except, once again, to the extciit that
they might affect the character of discusslon.

Naturally, the question "What constitutes 'discussion’?" and the related question *When Is
'discussion’ going on?* were persistent concerns, by no means easlly dispatched. Initially, the
teacher-researchers were prone to concelve discussion in their own favorite terms, which for one
meant little or no teacher Involvement, for another invoivement but not directlon, for still another,
lecture or controlled questioning interspersed with student responses. Eventually, members of the
research group agreed that discussion was properly whatever a particular master teacher said it
was within his or her own classroom.

Researchers and master teachers agreed In advance on the units of instruction that would be
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observed. During preciass interviews, each researcher asked about the reasons for choosing
particular texts, what the teacher hopec to accomplish on each class day, what she or he expected
of the students, and what assignments would support in-class work. The researcher also asked
about the teacher's views of literature, literary study, and teaching. Following these Interviews,
arrangements were made to videotape classes in w'ich discussion would be a primary activity and
to observe but not to videotape other classes in which lecture, reading aloud, or other business
would predominate (during these sessions researchers took notes only). Interestingly, no classes
featured more time spent on lecture than on discussing the text: student involvement of one kind or
another was a consistent feature of the classrooms studied. After each class, another meeting
enabied the teacher-researcher and master teacher to review portions of the videotape, go over
written notes, and discuss perceptions (on both sides) of what had happened and why. The
research group believed it was important to richness of perception that the master teachers have
the fullest opportunity to react to the tapes, comment on their practices, explain them In any way
that seemed valuable, and react to the impressions that the teacher-researcher had formed of class
activities.

Since there was no intent to evaluate or critique instruction practices or to view them from
some other stance of privileged objectivity, teachers feit free to be candid about what worked and
what didn't. Since the researchers were high school teachers themselves, they were able to display
the perceptual judgment tempered by generosity that frequently characterizes those who have
"been there" and who understand the obligations but also the difficulties of classroom work. The
teacher-researchars knew the master teachers as responsible professionals; the master teachers
trusted the teacher-researchers to teii their stories honestly.

The teacher researchers and project coordinators spent considerable time exploring the
epistemoiogical and hermeneutic questions that surround practices of observing and writing about
complex human settings. Everyone acknowledged the necessarily interpretive nature of classroom

observation, the influence of the researcher’s perspective, the impact of a camcorder’s presence,
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ocation, focus and movement on what is seen, the seiectivity and slant of fleld notes, the necessary
but simiplifying reduction of experiential detail to judgments, characterizations, and conclusions-- in
general the interrelationships between observer and object observed as it Is finaily constituted in the
textual record of some experience. The aim was to achieve what Clifford Geeitz has called "thick
description,” a narrative rendering of classroom reality, its ambiguities Intact, not a modael, statistical
average, or other purified representation of "what happened." The teacher-researchers shared a
pervasive self-consciousness about interpretation, a desire to offer richness of detail in place of
ciearcut generalities, a concern for discussing "readings” of the classroom with the iargest possibie
number of people (the teacher and students involved as weil as the other researchers and the

coordinators of the project), a determination to write rarratives about teachers' practices rather than

. conventional research reports, an emphasis on "storytelier,” “theme," "plot," and “character," more

typical of literary study than of empirical research. In this instance, researchers and teachers
collaborated to create stories of classroom life: their viewpoints converge and diverge in intricate
ways which the resuiting narratives do not attempt to conceal. The researchers are narrators who
do not seek to render themseives invisible in what they write, whose voices are distinctive and
important to the meaningfulness of the stories. The teachers and students are characters who
come to iife according to the ways in which they have been conceived by the narrators. Each stcry
is organized-- has piot-- according to the themes that emerged for each narrator over the course of

observation and taik.

What Has Been Learned
Teacher research is phenomenoiogical in its aim, not abstractive or generalizing. Arthur

Eddington once observed (The Nature of the Physical World [Ann Arbor: University of Michigan,

1958]) that physicists can characterize an elephant sliding down a grassy hiliside by means of force
vectors, computations of. mass, and coefficients of friction, and that the resuiting representation wili

be both accurate and useful. But its limitation, Eddington adds, is that the elephant and the grassy
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hillside will have disappeared from the merely schematic rendering (251-52). Qur teacher-research
studies sought, as it were, to retrieve that elephant, that grassy hiliside, and the world of meanings
surrounding them, as a material presence. Geertz argues that “culture” is composed of “interwcrked
systems of construable signs,* and that, as such, it is best regarded not as an entity, an objective
power "to which social events, behavlors, institutions, or processes can be causally attributed" but
rather as a “context” In which these “can be intelligibly--that is, thickly--described" (14). Cultural
analysis for Geertz Is “microscopic* (21), emphasizing the thickness, the details and textures, the
colorations and ambiguities, of everyday life In its "phenomenal" Immediacy. Culture Is a context of
particularities, existing only In and through them.

Qur teacher-research studies were concerned with the cuiture of the classroom, aiming to
depict, to evoke, what phenomenologists such as Heldegger and Gadamer have called 'the life
world'--that palpable, tactile, kaleidoscopic, mysterious reality that constitutes our material rather
than merely Intellectual existence. The studies seek to retrieve the intuitive understandings, the
oblique awarenesses, the ambiguities and paradoxes, cf life as it Is llved, not because that is the
only way to see life but because It Is a way that other forms of inquiry tend to neglect, sometimes at
peril to our recoliection of life’s richness and complexity.

The Center's teacher-research studies view the cultural reality of the classroom from a
vantagepoint within it instead of outside it. Geertz's anthropologist is an outsider, possessed of the
advantages of that status--the ability to see what is "ordinary” (to Insiders) as something strange and
differert, the ability to comment on a way of life detached from its habitual claims to insiders’
attention and therefore free from its enveloping rationale as a necessary way of being in the worid.
The outsider has the distance to recognize otherness, and therefore what Is distinctive about a
glven soclal reality, while also escaping the illusion, woven by that reality, that it is timeless,
inevitable, unchangeable, and right. The teacher-researcher’s inlitial challenge as an insider was to
defamiliarize the classroom world, to make what was usually thought to be normal, naturai, and

ordinary into an object of altered attention, where its rationales, practices, and institutions became
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avallable to critical scrutiny and no longer simply compelled belief. Having met this challenge (which
is Itself a vaiuable step in making teachers aware of the possiblilities of educational change), the
special knowledge of the Insider enhances understanding of the classroom world. Motives,
assumptions, intultive awarenesses, the *felt-sense” that insiders have about the character of their
reality, which Is unavailable except as hearsay to the outsider, are now accessible, lending first-hand
richness to its portrayal. When alent, critical teachers “read” the practices of other teachers, they
represent them from the sympathetic vantage point of those who understand what It feels like to be
In the classroom, those who know the potentlals and pecullarities of chlldren at a certain age, those
who know the political realities that inform educational practice and govern its shape. In the reports
they prepared for the Center, the teacher-researchers compared what they saw in other teachers’
classes to what they do in their own, what they hear other teachers saying to what they know
themselves--providing a basis for critical judgment that the outsider lacks.

Teacher research depends on narrative--the story, the representative anecdote--as its means
of articulating what it has come to understand. The story Is concrete, Immersed in the life-world,
where the traditional research report is aloof and generalized. The first aims to evoke, the second to
simplify. The first brings the reader actively into the process of construing meaning; the second
directively announces its concluslons. There are gains In each: neither Is intrinsically more “rellable”
than the other. Each invites the reader to assume a particular stance, to effect a particular quality of
7.tentlon. Narratives convey themes rather than iines of reasoning or argumentative conciusions;
and the themes reside within the details of the story (just as, for Geertz, culture resides In the
details of soclal life). The themes are not announced as such by the narrator-- the teacher narratives
produced by the Center teacher-researchers do not “summarize” their *findings”; instead, the themes
are construed by readers (Inciuding the writer) as detalls of the story unfold and suggest their
meaningfuiness in an evolving context. The reading of literature offers a heipful comparison: critics
may judge that the awakening of gullt and the effects of that awakening constitute a theme of Crime

and Punishment, but they reach that conclusion, as active readers, by refiecting upon the details of
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the story, not by seeing it expiicitly affirmed by Dostoevsky at some point in the narrative.
Meanwhile, there is no serious argument that Dostoevsky's portrait of Raskolnlkov Is somehow less
"rellabie” than a psychologist’s report on the "guilt mechanism.*

What has been learned from the teacher-researcher narratives? Stories dramatize the
life-world, rather than abstracting from it. So, the learning that the stories offer Is inductive and
intuitive, an improved quality of understanding that comes from the attentive reading of details and
the construing of themes. The narratives offer glimpses of actuai iife in the classroom, impressions
of what it is like, without removing the complexities, uncertainties, contradictions, and paradoxes, of
life as it Is lived. The stories do not, of course, iead to general conclusions; they do not offer
quantitative advances In the store of knowledge or a systematic development of some anaiytic
argument to which a slow succession of other studies has already contributed. They may remind
one of other stories, inviting comparison, but they do not point to necessary conclusions when they
bring to mind similar themes any more than they falsify each other when they are different. The
storles Improve the quality of knowledge without increasing the content of information. They remind
readers that people and situations and actions are not simpie. They cause readers to pay attention
to the phenomenal character of life. They provoke reconsiderations of settled beliefs, attitudes, and
judgments. They create contexts for reflection. They offer images of the possible and even retrieve
what has appeared to be impossible. They make room for the knowledge that resides in ainbiguity.
At their best, they articulate feeiings, hunches, dispositions, awarenesses, doubts, desires, that lie
too deep in readers to be effectively touched by other forms of symboiization. They give voice to

hopes and Imaginings.
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Chapter 8
institutional Activities

Genevieve Bronk

In addition to its extensive research agenda, through its three years of operation the Literature
Center aiso carrled out its ongoing mission of outreach. The Center established a publication
serles, collaborated with other organizations interested in improving the learning and teaching of
literature, sponsored a series of seminars and conferences targeted at specific audiences, and
shared Center research at major conferences sponsored by related professional associations.
Through these actlivities, the Center sought to stimulate a dialogue about issues in the learning and

teaching of literature among teachers and scholars across the country.

Publications

The Center published 45 reports during its three years, including 28 technical reports from
Center-sponsored research projects, 15 occasioiai papers on literature-related issues, and two
extensive annotated bibliographies (one on research and one on instruction). In addition, Center
staff wrote articles about their work that have appeared in a wide range of research and
pedagogical journals, and edited four books of related papers on issues In research and teaching.
A complete list of Center-sponsored and related publications is Included in appendix 3.

The Center reports received wide public attention. Copies of the reports were sent as soon as
they were issued to key researchers and policymakers, and were available at cost to the general
public. Some 5000 coples were distributed In ail. The report on book-length works taught in
American schools was picked up by the Associated Press as one of the top ten stories released in
the United States on :nat particular day, and was featured throughout the country. The report on
the state of assessment in literature was also picked up by the Associated Press and distributed

throughout the country. The Center’'s work was also the subject of a special Voice of America
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interview, prerecorded for broadcast throughout the world.

Collaborations

In order to Increase the impact of its work, the Literature Center collaborated with other
Centers, projects, and professional organizations with an interest In the teaching of literature. Four
of the most closely related groups were invited to participate on the Center’s National Advisory
Board (Natlonal Council of Teachers of English, Modern Language Assocation, American
Association of School Librarlans, and Caiifornia Literature Project). These coilaborations helped
disseminate Center findings through these organizations’ existing networks, and provided us access
to their professional jourﬁals and conferences.

The Center also used a variety of mechanisms to encourage individual scholars and teachers
around the country to become involved in the intellectual life of the Center. In addition to
distributing publications and sponsoring conference sessions, the Center also commissioned
teachers and scholars to prepare papers on important issues In literature instruction, and involved
others in Center activities as reviewers of work-in-progress. These efforts helped to create a larger
network of colleagues who felt some ownership for the Center's work.

Specific collaborative activities included:

In April 1988, the Center directors held a one-day meeting with James Squire, a representative

of the Association of American Publishers, to provide the Assoclation with background

information on the Center (which he shared with the membership).

In May 1988, Arthur Applebee spent two days at the Center for the Study of Writing at
Carnegle-Mellon, discussing current work and areas of overlap between the two centers.

in May 1988, the Center opened discussions with ERIC/RCS at Indiana for copublication of
materials related to the teaching of literature. ERIC has since copublished a series of “ERIC
Briefs” wriiten by Center facuity.

In November 1988, the Center organized a session at the NCTE annual convention to foster
collaboration among OERI Centers with related interests In literacy. The session involved the
Center for the Study of Reading, the Writing Center, and the Center for the Learning &
Teaching of Literature in a symposium addressing issues of "Students at Risk."

In December 1988, a similar session was organized at the the National Reading Conference
invoiving the Literature Center, the Writing Center, and the Elementary Subjects Center, on the
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general topic of Writing & Literature.

In April 1989, Arthur Applebee represented the Center at a meeting with the Rockefellar
Foundation on future directions in Arts Education research.

In 1989, through the encouragement of the Literature Center, Susan Hynds and James
Marshall were Instrumental in forming an AERA Speclal Interest Group in Literature. This SIG
has consistently featured Literature Center research in its sessions and actlvitles.

In November 1989, plans were formulated to become Involved In a teacher training network in
cooperation with the New York State Department of Edication, to institute reform In the
teaching of literature in New York State.

During the 1989-90 academic year, Judith Langer was a member of The Reading Development
Advisory Board organized by the Natlonal Councii of Chief State School Officers. This
committee was charged with the development of the theoretical framework for the objectives
and overseeing the item specifications for the 1992 National Assessment of Reading as well as
the new state by state assessment in reading. The underlying theory for both assessments is
based upon the work developed under the Center grant and reported in Report Serles 2.1,
The Nature of Literarv linderstanding.

During the 1990-91 academic year, Arthur Applebee and Judith Langer were each Invited by
the National Assessment of Educational Progress to serve on the developmental committees

for the 1992 assessments. This work, focussing on item seiection and review of field test
results, s stiil in progress.

Seminars and Conferences

The Center sponsored three types of seminars and conferences: 1) Public seminars focusing
on research by Center faculty and by outside scholars who came to the Center for presentations,
2) Staff seminars which focused on work-in-progress, where all Center facuity, graduate research
assistants and staff met regularly; and 3) Canter-sponsored conferences that included a larger
community of colieagues. Separate, targeted conferences were conducted for teachers, for Engiish
and language arts editors from major educational publishers, and for directors of large-scale
assessment programs. A list of public seminars and conferences foliows:

Conference on Civic Literacy, St. Louls. This conference was cosponsored by the St. Louis

Public Schools and the Center for the Learning and Teaching of Literature. Teachers and

curriculum supervisors from the midwest attended this conference. The papers presented at
this conference were published as a conference procesdings.
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“Rethinking the Teaching of Literature: Students, Teachers & Texts,” Albany. The Center's
first major literature conference attracted teachers, university professors, and graduate
students in Education and English. Each of the presenters subsequently wrote their
presentation as occaslonal paper and became part of the Center's technical report series.
The essays which were then edited by Judith Langer have been accepted for publication by
NCTE.

“Teaching Literature In the Schools: Past, Present, Possibilities,” Albany. This major
conference was specifically targeted to a teacher audience, presenting relevant Center work
and providing the teachers with a forum to discuss the Implications of these Ideas for their
own classes. Although most participants were from New York and New England, other
registrants came from as far away as Hawali.

New Directions in Literature Instruction, Albany. This conference was cosponsored by the
Assoclation of American Publishers. The audience consisted of representatives of the major
publishers of literature and reading materials for elementary and secondary schools. The two
day conference allowed Center facuity to give the publishers a complete overview of the
research conducted by the Center. From the evaiuations which the AAP received from the
participants, the conference was viewed as the best special conference they have
cosponsored.

The Place of Literature in Large-Scaie Assessment, New York City. This conference, heid in
conjunction with the Nationai Testing Network, was targeted at state assessment directors.

James Marshall, University of lowa, “Discussion Strategies in Literature Classes."

Michael Rutherford, Director of Alternative Literary Programs, "Ways to Extend School
Literature Programs.” Combined with the Rutherford presentation, Jeannine Laverty, Folklorist
and Storyteller, discussed and enacted the Genre of Oral History as a Literary Tradition.

Martin Nystrand, National Center on Effective Secondary Schools, University of Wisconsin,
“The Effects of Classroom Discourse on Literature Achievement.”

Contference Representation

As part of its effort to stimulate debate about the teaching of literature, the Center sponsored

presentations at a varlety of local, state, and national meetings for teachers and for scholars.

Center work was represented at the following meetings:

November 1, 1987- October 31, 1988

National Reading Conference (Sean Waimsley)
National Council of Teachers of English (Arthur Applebee & Judith Langer)

Modern Language Assoclation (Alan Purves)
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Conference on College Composition & Communication (Cy Knoblauch)

American Educational Research Assoclation (Judith Langer, Arthur Applebee, Alan Purves,
Genevieve Bronk)

New York State Education Department English Conference (Arthur Applebee)
Interna.lonal Reading Assoclation (Arthur Applebee, Judith Langer)

Coliege Entrance Examination Board's English Advisory Group (Alan Purves

New York State Department of Education meeting on testing In literature (Judith Laigar)
Presentation at Guiiderland Centrai School (Judith Langer)

Cable TV Presentation to California Department of Education (and televised throughout the
state), sponsored by the California Literature Project (Arthur Applebee, Judith Langer)

Keynote Speaker for Catskill Whole Language Association (Judith Langer)

Civic Literacy Conference, St. Louis Public Schools (Arthur Applebee, Judith Langer, Aian
Purves)

New York State Reading Association (Arthur Appiebee, Judith Langer)

Callfornia State Department of Education, Conference on Visions of Assessment: Beyond
Short “Right* Answers (Arthur Applebee, Judith Langer)

National Council of Teachers of English (Arthur Applebee, Judith Langer, Alan Purves, Lil

Brannon, Doris Quick, Carol Forman-Pemberton, David Marhafer, Roseanne DeFablo, Ann
Connolly, Tricia Hansbury)

Albany Reading Counclii - The Teaching & Learning of Literature (Judith Langer)

Greater Washington D.C. - Reading, Teaching, & Assessment Conference (Judith Langer)

Conference on Testing In Literature, Nijmegen the Netherlands (Alan Purves)

College Entrance Examination Board (Alan Purves)

City University of New York's Annual Writing Center Association - Keynote Address (LIl
Brannon)

Bard Coliege - Keynote Address (Lil Brannon)

Modern Language Association Conference on Literacy (Cy Knoblauch)

Queensbury Middle School English Classes (Genevieve Bronk)

Mid-Atlantic Reglon National Women's Studies Association Conference (Jennifer Jeffers)

Reading America Conference SUNY Stony Brook {Jennifer Jeffers)
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November 1, 1988 - October 31, 1989
National Reading Conference (Judith Lar.ger, Arthur Applebee, Peter Johnston, Sean
Waimsley)
New York State Reading Association (Judith Langer, Arthur A:-plebee, Sean Waimsley)
Stockholm School Board, Sectlon on Immiprant Education (Eija Rougle)
Teacters Meeting in Stockholm, Sweden (Elja Rougie)

American Educational Research £.3gnciation (Arthur Applebee, Judith Langer, Alan Purves,
James Marshall, Genevieve Bronk)

Natlonal Councll of Teachers of English Research Assembly (Judith langer)
Association of American Pubilishers (Arthur Appiebee, Peter Johnston)
Literacy & Diversity Conference (Arthur Applebee, Judith Langer)

New Jersey Department of Higher Education Seminar (Alan Purves)

State University College Buffalo - Seminar on the Teaching & Assessment of Literature (Alan
Purves)

Silver-Burdett & Ginn - Guest Speaker (Arthur Applebee)

Culifornia State Department of Education - Keynote Speaker (Judith Langer)
CW Post College - Keynote Speaker (Judith Langer)

Learning Research Development Center, OERI Center Networking Conference (Judith Langer)
State of Caiifornia Assessment Project (Alan Purves)

International Reading Assoclation Annual Conference (Sean Walmsley)
College Board English Advisory Committee (Alan Purves)

Connecticut Council of Teachers of English - Keynote Speaker (Lii Brannon)
Conference on College Composition & Communication (Lil Brannon)

Indiana Teacher of Writing - Keynote Presenter (Lil Brannon)

Schenectady District Administrators Assoclation (Judith Langer)

Callfornia State Department of Education Literacy Conference (Judith Langer)

Chief State Officlers, Reading Objectives Development Conference (Judith Langer)
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Siiver-Burdett & Ginn Editors' Workshop (Judith Langer)
Alternative Literacy Programs Conference (Alan Purves)
University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee - Speaker (Lii Brannon)
CUNY Assoclation of Writing Supurvisors (Lil Brannon)

Albany City School District, Cityw ide workshop for English teachers (Francine Stz yter)

November 1, 1989 - October 31, 1980

Nationai Councii of Teachers of English (Arthur Appiebee, Judith ianger, Alan Purves, Lil
Brannon, Cy Knobtauch. Susan Burke, Ann Connoily, John Danaher, Carol Forman-
Pemberton, Tricia Har ,ury-Zuendt, Doris Quick, Francine Stayter)

Nationai Reading Conference (Arthur Appiebee, Judith Langer, Peter Johnston)

NAEP Writing Objective Development Committee for 1992 (Arthur Appiebee)

NAEP Reading Objective Development Committee for 1992 (Judith Langer)

Drake University - Public Address & Consuitation (Lii Brannon)

Editars’ Seminar, Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, “Current  ends in the Teaching of Literature*
(Arthur Applebee)

American Assoclation of Publishers, School Division Conference (Writing & Learning Across
the Curriculum) (Arthur Appiebes)

University of Indiana, Faculty Seminar, "Studying the Teaching of Literature” (Arthur Applebes)

American Educational Research Association Annual Meeting (Arthur Applebee, Judith Langer,
Alan Purves, Peter Johnston, Sean Waimsiey)

International Reading Association Annuai Meeting (Sean Waimsley)

New York State Department of Education Conference on Engiish Language Arts (Judith
Langer)

Caiifornia Department of Education Conference on Engiish Language Arts (Judith Langer)
New York State Engiish Association Annuai Meeting (Arthur Appiebee)

Center for Writing & Literacy, Aibany (Judith Langer)

Conference on Coilege Composition & Communication (Lii Brannon)

University of Connecticut, Connecticut Writing Project (Lii Brannon)

Shaker High School - Presentation (Cy Knobiauch)
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New York State Education Department Statewide Language Arts Improvement Program
(Arthur Applebee, Judith Langer)

National Assessment of Educational Progress, Writing Assessment Deveiopment Committee
(Arthur Applebee)

Y:oaching Literature In the School: Past, Present, Possibilities, Center for the Learning &
Teaching of Literature, University at Albany (All Center Faculty Presented).

Norwegian Center for Writing and Literacy, Invited Professor (Judith Langer)

New York State Reading Assoclation Annual Meeting (Arthur Applebee, Sean Waimsiley)
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Advisory Board Members
National Advisory Board

Phyilis Frankiin, Modern Language Association, Chair

Mary Barr, California Literature Project

Charies Chew, New York State Education Department

Jane Christensen, National Councli of Teachers of English
Jonathan Culler, Corneli University

Robert Smith, Community Foundation of Greater Washington
Ann Carlsor Weeks, American Association of School Librarians

Steering Comm:ttee

Lil Brannon, University at Albany

Charles Chew, New York State Education Department

Francine Frank, Dean, Coliege of Humanitites & Fine Arts, University at Albany
Robert Koff, Dean, School of Education, University at Albany

Dorls Quick, Chair, Engiish Department, Burnt Hills-Baliston Lake School District

Manuscript Review Panel

Lorin Anderson, University of South Carolina

Joan Baron, Connecticut Department of Education

Mary Barr, Caiifornia Literature Project

Richard Beach, University of Minnesota

Gienda 8lissex, Vermont College of Norwich University
Rexford Brown, Education Commission of the States
Courtney Cazden, Harvard University Graduate School of Education
Charies Cooper, University of California at San Diego
Jonathan Cuiler, Corneil University

Cullinen, Bernice, New York University

Elise Ann Earthman, San Francisco State University
Edmund Farreil, University of Texas at Austin

Judith Fetterly, University at Albany, SUNY

James Flood, San Diego University

Eugene Garber, University at Aibany, SUNY

Naomi Gordon, Brookilne Pubiic Schools, Brookiine, Massachusetts
Eifrieda Hiebert, Unlversity of Colorado at Boulder

Susan Hynds, Syracuse University

Barbara Kaplnus, Maryland State Department of Education
Susan Lehr, Skidmore Coliege

James Marshall, University of iowa
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Ina V.8. Mullis, National Assessment of Educational Progress
Miles Myers, Natlonal Councll of Teachers of English

George Newell, Ohio State University

Thomas Newkirk, University of New Hampshire

Anthony Petrosky, University of Pittsburgh

Susan Schaffrath, McDougal, Littell, & Co.

James Squire, Silver Burdett & Ginn

Dorothy Strickland, Rutgers University

Robert Tierney, Ohlo State University

Janet Waanders, Educational Testing Service

Ann Carlson Weeks, American Assoclation of School Librarians
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Center Stafi, 1987-1990
Directors

Arthur Applebee, Director
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1.1

1.2

1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5
2.6

2.7

2.8
2.9

2.10

2.1

2.12

2.13

2.14

Center Publications

Report Series:

The Teaching of Literature in Programs with Reputations for Excellence In English, 1989.
Arthur N. Appiebee

A Study of Book-Lenqgth Works Taught in High School English Courses. 1989. Arthur N.
Appiebee

Teaching Literat.re in Elementary School. 1989. Sean A. Walmsiey and Trudy P. Walp
Literature Instruction In American Schools. 1990. Arthur N. Appiebee

A Study of High School Literature Anthologies. 1991. Arthur N. Applebee

A Study of 2nd Graders' Home and School Literary Experiences. 1991. Sean Waimsley
Jhe Process of Understanding Literature. 1989. Judith A. Langer

Teaching Literature in High School: A Teacher Research Project. 1989. Lli Brannon and C.H.
Knoblauch

Jaking the Fear Away from Learning. 1989. Ann Connolly

A Journey of Great Expectations: Charles Dickens Meets the Ninth Grade: A
Teacher-Researcher Discovers Life in AnotherCiassroom, 1989. Tricia Hansbury

Being There with Kevin Tucker. 1989. Carol Forman-Pemberton
The Heart and Soul of the Class. 1989. David Marhafer

Classroom as Text: Reading, Intergreting, and Critiquing a Literature Class. 1989. Roseanne
DeFabio

The Teacher as Mentor-Guide: Jog Allen on Antigone. 1989. Doris Quick
Patterns of Discourse in Classroom Discussions of Literatyre. 1989. James Marshall

Discyssions of Literature in Lower-Track Classrooms. 1990. Jamas Marshali, Mary Beth
Klages, and Richard Fehiman

Literacy Understanding and Literature Instruction. 1991. Judith Langer

Will Blake: Teaching and Learning Huckieberry Finn. 1990. Susan Burke

The Mythmaker of Seneca. 1990. Doris Quick

Voices Making Meaning: Reading the Texts with Tony Carrera. 1991. Tricia Hansbury-Zuendt
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2.15

2.16

217

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

Supporting the Process of Literature Understanding. An Analysis of a Classroom Discuyssion.
1991. Doralyn Roberts and Judith Langer

Builln’ It all Together--Karen Dunne: One Woman Workin' too Hard. 1891. John Danaher

Discussions of Literatyre in Middle-Track Classrooms. 1991. James Marshall, Mary Beth
Klages, and Richard Fehiman

The Current State of Assessment in Literature. 1989. Pamela Brody, Carol DeMilo, and Alan
C. Purves

Comparison of Measures of the Domain of Learning in Literature. 1990. Alan Purves, Hongru
Li, and Margaret Shirk

Prototype Measures of the Domain of Learning in Literature. 1891. Alan Purves, Hongru Li,
and Margaret Shirk

Jeachers' Evaluations of Teaching and Learning In Literacy and Literatyre. 1990. Peter
Johnston, Paula Weiss, and Pster Afflerbach

Student Perceptions of Achlevement |n School Literature. 1991. Alan Purves, Virginia McCann,
and Paul Renken

Resource Series:

R.1

R.2

Research on the Learning and Teaching of Literature: Selected Bibliography. 1989. Richard
Beach and Susan Hynds

Selected Bibliography of Materlals and Approaches In the Learning and Teaching of Literature.
1989. James Bradley

Occasional Papers:

4.1

4.2
4.3
4.4
45
4.6
4.7

4.8

5.1

Indeterminate Texts, Responsive Readers, and the |deg of Difficuity in Literature Learning. Aian
1980. Purves

The Difficulty of Difficulty. 1990. Hazard Adams

Sources of Difficulty In the Processing of Written Language. 1990. Wallace Chafe
The Difficulty of Reading. 1890. Helen Eiam

Reading and Understanding Literature, 1990. Gunnar Hansson

Questions of Difficuity in Literary Reading, 1990. Susan Hynds

Literary Theory and the Notion of Difficulty. 1990. Wiliiam Touponce

Making It Hard: Curriculum and Instruction as Factors In Difficulty of Literature, 1980. Martin
Nystrand

Jeaching Literature; From Clerk to Explorer. 1990. Jayne Delawter
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5.2 Literary Reading and Classroom Constraints: Aligning Practice with Theory. 1980. Patrick Dias
5.3 Challenging Questions In the Literature Classroom. 1880. Susan Hynds

5.4 JTo Teach (Literature)? 1991. Anthony Petrosky

5.5 Five Kinds of Literary Knowing. 1980. Robert Probst

6.1 How did We get Here: Seventh-Graders Sharing Literature, 1990. ° _abeth Close

6.2  On The Outside Looking In: A Study of Remedial Readers’ Meaning-Making While Reading
Literature. Victorla Purceil-Gates

Eric Digests:

Book-Length Works Taught In High School English Courses. A. N. Applebee, May 1990.
Testing literatyre: The current state of affairs. A. Purves, June 1990.

Center Overview Brochure
Literature Center Briefs: "Book-Length Works Taught in High School English Courses"

Literature Center Update: Annual Newsleatter

Related Books and Articles by Affiliated Faculty and Staff

In Press

Constructing our knowiedge of the classroom. In lan Pringle, Ed., Language and literacy. Ottawa:
Canadlan Association of Teachers of English. L. Brannon.

Curricuium research In writing and reading. In P. Jackson, Ed., Handbook of research on
curriculum. NY: Macmillan. J. Langer and R. Allington.

Environments for language teaching and learning: Contemporary issues and future directions. In
Handbook of research on teaching the english language arts. International Reading Association and
the National Councll of Teachers of English. A. N. Applebee.

Evaluating the teaching and learning of literacy. in T. Shanahan, Ed., Reading and writing together.
Norwood, NJ: Ablex. P. Johnston and F. Stayter.
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Instructional and philosophical congruence: Neglected aspeacts of coordination, Reading Teacher,
42(6), 364-368, 1989. S. Walmsley and T. Walp.

Literacy and schooling: A soclocognitive perspective. in E. Hiebert, Ed., Literacy and diversity.
NY: Teachers College Press. J. Langer.

Literacy in the elementary classroom. In A.C. Purves & E.M. Jannings, Eds., Literate systems and
Individual lives; Perspectives on literagy and schooling. Albany, NY: SUNY Press. S. Walmsley.

Literature Instryction: Practice and policy. J. Flood and J.A. Langer, Eds. Newark, DE: international
Reading Assoclation.

Literature: Whose heritage? [n E. Hiebert, Ed., Literacy and diversity. NY: Teachers College Press,
in press. A. N. Appiebee.

Literature and the English language arts. In P. Jackson, Ed., Handbook of curriculum research.
NY: Macmillan, A. N. Appiebee and A. C. Purves.

New directions in the teaching of literature. J.A. Langer, Ed. Urbana, IL: National Councll of
Teachers of English.

Reader-based literature Instruction. In J. Ficod and J.A. Langer, Eds., Literature instriction:
Practice and policy. Newark, DE: international Reading Association. J.A. Langer.

Reading, writing and genre development. In M. A. Doyle & J. Irwin, Eds., Reading and writing
connections, Newark, DE: International Reading Assoclation. J.A. Langer.

Reconstructing the classroom: Literacy & the probiem of choice. in E. Jennings and A. Purves,
Eds., The literate systems and Individual lives: Perspactives on literacy and schooling. NY: Suny

Press. L. Brannon.

Redefining and reforming instructional support programs for at-risk students. In J. Cassidy & D.R.

Hittieman, Eds., Qrganizing and supervising a readina/lanauage program. Newark, DE:
International Reading Association. S. Walmsley and R.L. Allington.

Rethinking literature Instruction. in J. Langer, Ed., New directions in the teaching of literature.
Urbana IL: Natlonal Councii of Teachers of English. J.A. Langer.

Speaking of knowing: Conceptions of understanding in academic discipiine. in A. Herrington and
C. Miran, Eds., Research and scholarship In writing across the disciplines. NY: Modern Language
Assoclation. J.A. Langer.

Teaching kindergarten: A developmentaily appropriate approach. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. §.
Waimsley, B. Waimsley and A.M. Camp.

The textual contract: Literacy as common knowledge and conventional wisdem. in E. Jennings
and A. Purves, Eds., The [lterate systems and individual lives: Perspectives on literacy and
schooling. NY: Suny Press. A. C. Purves.

Writing within and against the academy. Journal of Education. L. Brannon.
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1991

The idea of difficulty in [iterature. A. C. Purves, Ed. Albany, NY: State University of New York
Press,

1980

The aesthetic mind of Louise Rosenblatt. In . Cilfford, Ed., The experience of reading: Louise
Rosenblatt and reader-response theory. Portsmouth, NH: Helneman, Boynton, Cook. A.C. Purves

Can literature be rescued from reading? In J. Squire and E. Farrell, Eds., Transactions with

literature; Essays in honor of Loyise Rosenblatt. Urbana, IL: National Council of Teachers of
English. A.C. Purves.

Critical teaching and dominant cuiture. In M. Hurlbert and M. Blitz, Eds., Composition and
Resistance. Helnemann, Boynton/Cook, 1990. C. H. Knoblauch.

Integrating literature and composing into the language arts curriculum: Philosophy and practice.
Elementary School Journal, 80(3), 251-274, 1980. S. Walmsley and T. Walp.

Ernst Cassirer: The phllosophy of symbolic form. In G. Jensen and C. Slils, Eds., The philosophy

of discoyrse: Contemporary inquirles into the nature of communication. Heinemann,
Boynton/Cook, 1990. C. H. Knoblauch.

Fostering literary understanding: The state of the schools. In J. Squire and E. Farreil, Eds.,

Transactions with literature;: Essays In honor of Louise Rosenblatt. Urbana, IL: Natioral Council of
Teachers of English, 1980. A. N. Applebee.

How porcupines make love lI, [Teaching a response centered literature curricuium]. NY: Longman
Press, 1980. A. C. Purves.

Literacy and ideology. In A. Lunsford, Ed., The right to literacy. NY: Modern Language
Assoclation, 1980. C.H. Knoblauch.

Learning to read In our nation's schools: Instruction and achievement in 1988 at grades 4, 8, and
12.. Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service, 1990. J.A. Langer, A.N. Applebee, |. V. Mullls, L.
Jenkins, and M. Foertsch.

Meaning construction in school literacy tasks: A study of bilingual students. American Educational
Research Journal, 1990. J. A. Langer, L. Bartolome, T. Lucas, & O. Vasquez.

The nature of understanding: Reading for literary and informational purposes. Besearch In the
Teaching of English, 24(3), 229-260, 1990. J.A. Langer.

Reading, writing, and the prose of school. In R. Beach and S. Hynds, Eds., Becoming readers and
writers during adolescence and aduithood. Ablex, 1990. C. H. Knoblauch and P. Johnston.
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Resgearch on the learning and teaching of literature: Seiected bibilography. In Transaction with
literature: A fifty year perspective. E. Farrell and J. Squire, Eds. Urbana, iii: National Council of
Teachers of English, 1980. R. Beach and S. Hynds.

Selected bibliography of materials and approaches in the iearning and teaching of literature. In

Transacting with literatyre: A fifty year perspective, E. Farrell and J. Squire, Eds. Urbana, il
National Council of Teachers of Engiish. J. Bradiey.

Seventh graders sharing literature: How did we get here? Language Arts, 67(8), 817-823. Elizabeth
Ciose.

The scribal soclety: Essay on literacy and schooling in the information age. NY: Longman Press,
1990. A. C. Purves.

Teaching literatyre In the secondary school. Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1990. R. Beach and J.
Marshail.

Understanding literature. Language Arts, 67(8), 812-816, 1980. J.A. Langer.

1889

Literature and the ethical tradition. in J. Coilins, Ed., Vital signs: Bringing together reading and
writing. Portsmouth, NH: Boynton/Cook, 1989. A. N. Appiebee.
1988

The role of literature in cognitive development. Reading, writing and civic literacy. St. Louls, MO:
Missouri Department of Education, 1988. J.A. Langer.

The role of literature In the school curriculum. Reading, writing. and civic literacy. St. Louis, MO:
Missouri Department of Education, 1988. A.N. Appiebee.

Reading. writing and clvic literacy. St. Louis, MO: Missourl Department of Education, 1988.

l Literate thinking and schooling. Thinking 8, 3, 1989. J.A. Langer.




